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RE: Docket No. G-01551A-10-0458, Application of Southwest Gas Corporation 
For the Establishment of Just and Reasonable Rates and Charges Designed 
To Realize a Reasonable Rate of Return on the Fair Value of its Properties 
Throughout Arizona 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Attached please find my Direct Testimony in the above-referenced case, along with 13 
copies for the Commission. Copies of the filing have also been sent to the lawyers for 
Southwest Gas and the parties in the case. 

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Phoenix, AZ 85016 
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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

COMMISSIONERS 

5ary Pierce, Chairman 
Bob Stump 
Sandra D. Kennedy 
Paul Newman 
Brenda Burns 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION FOR THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF JUST AND REASONABLE 
RATES AND CHARGES DESIGNED TO 
REALIZE A REASONABLE RATE OF RETURN 
ON THE FAIR VALUE OF ITS PROPERTIES 
THROUGHOUT ARIZONA 

DOCKET NO. G-01551A-10-0458 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CYNTHIA ZWICK 

JUNE 10,2011 

-- 
ill, 



6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Q. 1 

A. 1 

Q. 2 

A. 2 

Q. 3 

A. 3 

?* 4 

A. 4 

Please state your name and address. 

My name is Cynthia Zwick and my address is 1940 E. Luke Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 

85016. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

There are three reasons I am providing testimony in this case: 1) to urge the Commission 

to reject the rate increase proposal presented in this case as it relates to the Southwest Gas 

low-income customers, specifically rates G- 10 and G-11 , and to hold the low-income 

customers harmless from any rate increase at this time; 2) I am asking the Commission to 

require the Company to enhance its marketing of the availability of the discount rates so 

that more eligible families are enrolled in the discount program; and 3) I am asking the 

Commission to support the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Better Low-Income 

Energy Conservation. 

What is your experience with low-income issues? 

I have served as a low-income advocate in Arizona since 2003, and have participated in 

rate cases since that time in order to ensure that the interests and impact of rate increases 

on the low-income community are heard and understood, and that there is a better 

understanding of the condition of poverty in the State of Arizona. 

Would you please describe the low-income community in Arizona today? 

Let me start by saying that the poverty rate in Arizona is currently the second highest in 

the country, having increased significantly during the last two years, making the low- 

income cornunity larger than ever. According to the United States Census Bureau, the 

Arizona poverty level is currently 2 I .2%. These numbers are more dramatic when 

considering the number of children living in poverty, which in Arizona is 1 in 5 children. 
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The income for a person living at 100% of the federal poverty level is $908 a month or 

$10,896 a year. For a family of four, the household income is $1,863 a month or $22,356 

annually. 

For the two Southwest Gas low-income customer programs, bill assistance and 

weatherization, the eligibility level is 150% of the federal poverty level, which is an 

income of $16,344 for an individual and $33,540 for a family of four. 

Family self sufficiency has been exacerbated by the national and state economy, as high 

home foreclosure rates continue, and Arizona currently struggles with an unemployment 

rate of 9.3%, which is driving a new population into the community of low-income. 

Families that have lost their jobs have typically gone through any savings accumulated 

and have lost their health care coverage before seeking help from a Community Action 

Agency. Asking for financial assistance is never easy, and it is particularly difficult for 

families who have never before needed any assistance. By the time the request is made, 

the family income is already below 150% of the federal poverty level. 

Governor Brewer has recognized the problems faced by unemployed families, and the 

slow recovery of the recession, and has called a special session of the legislature in order 

to extend the time within which someone seeking employment may receive 

unemployment benefits, in order to maintain basic expenses, such as the payment of 

utility bills, rent and the purchase of food. 

In order to qualify for the Southwest Gas discount program an individual or household 

income may not exceed 150% of the federal poverty level. 

“Governor Brewer calls special session on jobless benefits,” wuw.azcentral.com/newslelection; attached. 
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Q. 5 Arizona has received an increase in the amount of Low Income Home Energy Assistance 

(LIHEAP) funding over the past two years. Has this funding taken care of the problem 

for families? 

No, it has certainly helped, but unfortunately the need for assistance far exceeds the funds 

available. The families eligible for and receiving LIHEAP are also eligible for the 

Southwest Gas bill assistance, so these survey findings are important to note. The 

National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association conducted a survey in April of 2009 of 

LIHEAP recipients and report the following: 

A. 5 

0 

0 

LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to temperature extremes; 

39% of the homes had a senior in the household aged 60 or older 

44% had a disabled household member 

45% had a child 18 or younger 

92% had a least one vulnerable household member 

The study also provided information on challenges that these households faced: 

0 36% were unemployed at some point during the previous year (this is an increase 

from the previous year’s 29%) 

82% had a serious medical condition, and 

25% used medical equipment that requires electricity. 

0 

0 

The survey also reported that many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical 

and health problems in the past five years, partly as a result of high energy costs. 

Respondents reported the following: 

0 

0 

30% went without food for at least one day 

41% went without medical or dental care 
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33% did not fill a prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed 

medication, and 

25% had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold. 

An increase at the level being considered in this case renders these customers 

even more vulnerable.* 

2. 6 

4. 6 

How much utility assistance funding did Southwest Gas receive for their customers? 

In state fiscal year 2010, based on a survey of our agencies distributing bill assistance 

funding from a variety of sources, including LIHEAP, Southwest Gas received 

$1,537,414. 

Why is this information important or relevant in this case? 

These issues are important in this case for a couple of reasons. First, as previously stated, 

the need for bill assistance far outweighs the resources available for the families in need. 

In February, March and April, the City of Phoenix reported receiving 9,600, 11,000 and 

12,400 calls for assistance respectively. These numbers are up by 2,000 calls from the 

previous year for the same months. They are able to serve 1 in 10 of those calling for 

help. 

The proposed increase for low-income customers in this case is higher than for any other 

rate class at 15.93% for G-10 and 14.96% for G-11. A request for this percentage 

2. 7 

1. 7 

increase for this group of customers at any time, but particularly during the worst 

economic recession to hit the state in years, and to assign a higher rate to low-income 

customers than any other customer is, at best, irresponsible and insensitive. 

’ 2009 National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association, 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey, Final Report, 
4pril2009, attached. 
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Q. 8 

A. 8 

Q. 9 

A. 9 

Q. 10 

Will an increase of this level result in more disconnections for Southwest Gas customers? 

I believe that without question more customers will either be disconnected from service 

due to an inability to pay their bills, or will simply opt to self-disconnect because their 

bills, already troublesome, will be impossible to pay. 

The Company has provided information indicating that they disconnect more customers 

than any other major utility in the State, including APS and SRP. In 2008, they 

disconnected 68,423 customers (5,70l/month), in 2009, 69,266 (5,772/month) and in the 

first eight months of 2010,44,820 (5,602/month) customers. See the attached 

spreadsheet with the Southwest Gas disconnection data.3 

What is an energy burden, and what is the energy burden in Arizona? 

An energy burden is essentially the percentage of a person’s income that is used to pay 

their energy bill. As stated in the text of the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener 

Better Low-Income Conservation document at page 55, “Energy expenses represent an 

economic drain on low-income communities. The DOE reports that, on average, low- 

income households typically spend 14 percent of their total annual income on energy, 

compared to 3.5 percent for other households.” As this statement indicates, low-income 

families have a much higher energy burden than other customers - the lower the income 

the higher the energy burden, and the greater difficulty maintaining utility service. 

You indicated in your response to Question 2, that you are also asking the Commission to 

require Southwest Gas to enhance its marketing of the availability of the discount rates so 

that more eligible families are enrolled in the discount program. Would you please 

explain this request? 

Southwest Gas, Disconnections, State fiscal year (June-July) for the years ending 2008,2009 and 2010, attached. 
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4. 10 Yes. Mr. Aldridge’s testimony states, on page 3, that Southwest Gas has over 976,000 

customers in Arizona, nearly 54% of its total customer base. If we conclude that based 

on the Arizona poverty rate, that 20% of the Southwest Gas customers also fall into this 

category, 195,200 customers are likely financially challenged, if not living at the federal 

poverty level. The low-income rates calculated in this case by Mr. Gieseking, are based 

on the number of customers currently enrolled in the Company’s bill assistance program, 

LIRA. That number is 37,729 customers. While I don’t believe all 195,200 customers 

will ever enroll in this discount program, I do believe there are more who if properly 

informed, more than 19 percent of the eligible customers would take advantage of an 

opportunity to save money on their gas bill, on average 28% less than non low-income 

customers, as Mr. Gieseking states. 

Communication about the program and increased enrollment will be a necessity if in fact 

this proposal for 15.93% and 14.96% increases for low-income customers is approved. 

Simply relying on bill stuffers and human service providers to get the word out is 

inadequate. Families who are struggling are still in the mainstream of our communities, 

and should be approached through more traditional communication and marketing 

vehicles, such as newspapers, magazine ads and radio. 

2. 11 You also state in your response to Question 2, that you support the Low-Income Program: 

Smarter Greener Better Low-Income Energy Conservation. Will you please explain your 

position? 

i. 11 This program is Southwest Gas’ weatherization program which has been operating 

successfully in concert with the other Arizona utility weatherization programs, the fekm 

Weatherization Assistance Program and the funding provided by those entities. These 
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partnerships create access for eligible households, to more energy efficient homes. 

Without t h s  program, low-income homes would not have a chance at becoming more 

efficient. Low-income families are challenged to pay utility bills, let alone have funds for 

weatherization and efficiency improvements or equipment replacement. 

2. 12 Why is energy efficiency important for and to the low-income community? 

4. 12 Housing in which low-income families live, tends to be less efficient and of poorer 

quality than other homes in our community. Additionally, as previously stated, many 

residents of the low-income households are vulnerable, for a variety of reasons including 

age, disability, and overall health. This program provides funding for eligible households 

to weatherize their homes, making them energy efficient and safe during weather 

extremes, either cold or hot. Multi-family and rental properties are also eligible for 

weatherization with the approval of the landlord, and assuming other program criteria are 

met. Additionally, once weatherized, residents reduce their utility bills for many, many 

years, allowing them to stay current on their utility bills, and to use their income for other 

basic household necessities, like food, medication and rent or mortgage payments and 

education. 

2. 13 Who performs the weatherization work in Arizona? 

9. 13 Most of the low-income weatherization work in Arizona is done by or through 

Community Action Association Weatherization programs. Each Agency employs 

Building Performance Institute (BPI) certified technicians, a requirement of the federal 

weatherization program, holds a general contractors license, and may employ local 

businesses to contract some of the work. The weatherization staff are highly skilled, and 
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Q. 14 

4. 14 

2. 15 

I. 15 

use the building science and technology standards required by Southwest Gas for other 

programs in place or being proposed in this Docket. 

What is the Savings to Investment (SIR) for the weatherization program? 

Southwest Gas indicates in their Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Better Low- 

Income Energy Conservation documentation, that the program realizes an .83 cost 

effectiveness ratio. It is important to note, that Southwest Gas money is not used in 

stand-alone weatherization jobs. Meaning every home weatherized with Southwest Gas 

money leverages other weatherization funding in that home. This funding may be federal 

Weatherization Assistance Program funding, or it may be funding provided by one of the 

electric utilities in their service territory, and funding provided the agencies through the 

Home Energy Assistance Fund managed by the Arizona Community Action Association. 

When the Southwest Gas funds are leveraged with other fund sources, the SIR increases 

to 1.16 if health and safety measures are included in the home. The SIR increases to 1.37 

if health and safety measures are not undertaken in the home. 

Additionally, as stated in the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Low-Income 

Energy Conservation on page 55, “According to the DOE, when the energy and non- 

energy related benefits are combined, the cost-benefit ratio of energy reduction is $3.71 

for every $1 .OO invested in the program.” The utility money is well- invested. 

Would you please summarize your request of the Arizona Corporation Commission? 

Yes. Raising the rates on a class of customer who are struggling to survive, in larger 

numbers than ever before, during a time when the unemployment rate is extremely high 

and the prospects of employment remain very low is not reasonable, humane and/or 

socially responsible. Furthermore, raising the rates of low-income customers at a higher 
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percentage than any other Southwest Gas rate class defies logic and does not demonstrate 

by any measure fairness or reasonableness. Therefore, the proposal for the G-10 and G- 

11 rate increase must be rejected by this Commission. 

There must be a significant increase in effective outreach and education to customers 

throughout the Southwest Gas service territory, through conventional means to increase 

the percentage of families enrolled in the discount program. 

Finally, I support the Low-Income Program: Smarter Greener Better Low-Income Energy 

Conservation, as it is essential and critical to maintaining sustainable energy efficient 

homes for families, and reduces the long-term energy burden for those residents. 

2. 16 Does that conclude your testimony? 

4. 16 Yes it does. Thank you for considering this request. 

2E 

3Y 

3riginal and 13 copies hand delivered June 10,201 1 
bizona Corporation Commission 
locket Control 
1200 West Washington 
'hoenix, AZ 85007 
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Copies To:. 

Debra S. Gallo 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 Spring Mountain Road 
PO Box 98510 
Las Vegas, NV 89 150-0002 

Justin Lee Brown 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 Spring Mountain Road 
PO Box 98510 
Las Vegas, NV 89150-0002 

Daniel Pozefsky 
Chief Counsel 
RUCO 
1110 W. Washington St., Suite 220 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Michael W. Patten 
ROSHKA, DEWULF & PATTEN 
One Arizona Center 
400 E. Van Buren St., Suite 800 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Philip J. Dion 
TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER 
One S. Church St., Suite 200 
Tucson, AZ 85701 

Timo thyHo gan 
ARIZONA CENTER FOR LAW IN THE 
PUBLIC,INTEREST 
202 E. McDowell Rd., Suite 153 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Jeff Schlegl 
SWEEP 
1 167 W. Samalayuca Drive 
Tucson, AZ 85704-3224 
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Michael M. Grant 
GALLAGHER & KENNEDY, PA 
2575 E. Camelback Rd., 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 

Gary Yaquinto, President & CEO 
ARIZONA INVESTMENT COUNCIL 
21 00 N. Central Ave., Suite 2 IO 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Janice Alward, Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Steve Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
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Gov. Brewer catis special 
tended jobless 

by Mary Jo Pitzl and Jahna Berry - Jun. 8,201 I 
09:57 PM 
The Arizona Republic 

Gov. Jan Brewer has called the Legislature 
into a special session Friday to extend 
unemployment benefits for nearly 15,000 
Arizonans. 

It is an eleventh-hour bid to keep checks 
flowing for people who are scheduled to 
exhaust their unemployment payments after 
Friday. To help win votes from some 
reluctant lawmakers, Brewer late Wednesday 
included a provision in her proposal that 
would hold Arizona businesses harmless 
from an expected increase in job-related 
taxes. 

The session could be a lifeline for 14,697 
workers who have been on unemployment 
for at least 79 weeks. By making a change to 
state law, Arizona would qualify for federal 
dollars to extend those benefits to a 
maximum 99 weeks. 

Many lawmakers have been philosophically 
opposed to the idea of people receiving 99 
weeks of unemployment checks, believing 
it's a disincentive to seeking a job. But 
Brewer, who said she shares the same 
disbelief that people could spend nearly two 
years on the unemployment rolls, said the 
recession had forced record unemployment. 

"We have to acknowledge there are forces at 
play here larger than the inability or 
unwillingness of some people to find work," 
she wrote in a guest column published 
Wednesday in The Republic. 

The state Department of Economic Security, 
which administers the unemployment p 
rogram, said the consequences of nearly 
15,000 people losing benefits at a time when 
the economy was still floundering would be 
dire. 

"They are those who have had the most 
difficulty getting back into the workforce," 
said Mark Darmer, deputy assistant director 
of the Division of Employment and 
Rehabilitation Services. 

Without the money, these people "will be 
scrambling to find ways to cover their 

Lawmakers would need to make a change to 
allow the state to calculate its unemployment 
numbers over a three-year period instead of 
two years. 

The unemployment benefit is $212 a week, 
before taxes. Arizona's unemployment rate 
is 9.3 percent. 

The call for a session, to begin at 10 a.m. 
Friday, caps several weeks of arm twisting 
and negotiations between the governor and 
reluctant Republican lawmakers. 

http://www.azcentral.com/news/election/azelections/articles/2O 1 1/06/08/20 1 10608arizona-u. .. 6/9/20 1 1 
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ral. 
minimal needs such as rent, utilities, basic 
needs that their families had," Darmer said. 

The economic impact of the lost 
unemployment payments would also ripple 
throughout Arizona. If the extended benefits 
lapse, the state will lose the $3.2 million that 
flowed into the local economy each week as 
people cashed their checks, according to 
DES estimates. By the end of the year, those 
lost unemployment benefits would total 
$86.9 million. 

The GOP leadership in the Legislature held 
out against a special session through 
Wednesday. Earlier in the day, House Speaker 
Andy Tobin, R-Paulden, said he might be 
able to muster enough support among the 
40 Republicans he directs if the session 
included business tax breaks. 

He suggested reviving two business-related 
bills Brewer had vetoed earlier this year. 

Brewer rejected that. But in a bid to get as 
broad a consensus as possible, Brewer 
added a provision that would hold Arizona 
employers harmless from a bump-up in 
taxes that is expected to kick in July 1. 

She also included two conditions that would 
be imposed on those collecting the extended 
benefits checks: that they actively seek work 
at least four days a week and that they take 
the first job offer they get that pays at least 
minimum wage. 

Brewer spokesman Matthew Benson said the 
governor believed she has the two-thirds 
vote needed in both the House and Senate to 
pass the bill. 

The governor has the support of minority 
Democrats, who tried to get the Legislature 
to extend the benefits in April, when 

lawmakers were still meeting in their regular 
session. House Minority Leader Chad 
Campbell, D-Phoenix, said the 
brinksmanship was regrettable and could 
have been avoided if lawmakers had acted 
two months ago. 

On Wednesday, the Children's Action 
Alliance sent letters to all 90 lawmakers 
urging support. The letter detailed 
unemployment statistics for each member's 
district, noting, for example, the 25.3 
percent rate in Yuma County, as reported by 
state officials. 

The benefits would come without a tax 
increase, the letter noted. 

"This is about spending our own federal 
dollars right here in Arizona," the letter 
states. 

Republic reporter Ginger Rough contributed 
to this article. 
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The National Energy Assistance Directors' Association 

?he National Energy Assistance Directors' Association ("IA) represents the state directors of the 
Low Income Horn Energy Assistance Progt-am(&WEAP). NEADAis a nonprofit educational and policy 
organimtion based in Washingtoq DC. Its mission is to support the delivery of LMEAP services by state 
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The National Ekergy Assistance Directors' Association (NEADA), represenhe the state LMEAP 
directo~s, received a grant through the ion for Children and F d i e s  (ACF), U.S. Dqmrtmmt 
of Health and €hmn Services to update the infonmtion abed LMEAP-recipient households that uas 
collected in the 2003, 2005, and 2008 NEA Surveys. This survey docutrented changes in the 
affordability of energy bills, the need for LJ", and the choices that low-incorne households rmke 
whenfBcedwithunaffordableenergybills. 

The 2009 Survey included the 12 states that were included in the 2008 Survey and an OverSarrple in 
Gmnecticut. Stratified sarqles of fiscal year 2009 LI" recipients were chosen fi-om each of the 
state LMEAP databases. This report presents the findings fkom the 2009 NEA Survey and provides 
coI17paTscms to the 2003 and 2008 NEX Surveys. The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by 
APPRISE. 

During the perid of study, low-incorne households across the  count^^ faced an increasingly difficult 
economic c h t e  and continued to deal with high enera costs. The survey dxtantiated these issues - 
showing that 36 percent were uneqloyed at so117e point during the year and that 35 percent reported 
higher energy bills than the previous year. However, while the survey s h o d  that LIHEAP recipients 
continued to face m y  challenges in mting their enera needs, the prevalence of these problens did 
not increase as co- to the previous year. One irqortant factor that irqroved the c i r c w c e s  of 
low-incom households with respect to their energy bills mas  the increase in the LZHEAP appropriation 
fi-orn $2.57 billion in FY 2008 to $5.1 billion in FY 2009. This resulted in greater average LI" 
benefits and a greater percentage of eligible households served Without this increased fhnding we 
expect that we would have seen an increase in the prevalence of the problens studied in this report. 

LJ" Recipient Households 

The study canfinru=d that LMEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to teqxrature 
exb-enxs. 

39 percent had a senior in the household aged 60 or older. 
44 percent had a disabled household rrmker. 
45 percent had a child 18 or younger. 
92 percent had at least one vulnerable household A. 

The study also provided infonmtion on challenges that these households faced 

36 percent were unqloyed at s o r ~  point dumg the previous year. 
82 percent had a serious medical condition 
25 percent usedmedid equipment that requires electricity. 

The recession had a big irrpact on this group in the past year. The percent who had been unemployed at 
some point chrnng the year increased fi-om 29 percent to 36 percent. LTHEAP recipients with incorn 
above 150 percent of the poverty level faced the greatest increase, fi-om 17 percent who had been 
unemployed s o m t k  in FY 2008 to 39 percent who had been unenployed s0mtit-1~ in FY 2009. 
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Executive SLnmary 

LI” recipients reported that they face hi& energy casts. 

37 percent reported that their energy bills were rmre than $2,000 in the past year. 
P r e - m  energy burden averaged 16 percent and post-LMEAp energy burden averaged 11 
percent for these households, conpared to 7 pxcai for all households in the US. and 4 percent 
for non low- inw~ households in the U.S.’ 
35 percent said-that their energy bills werehigha than they hadbeen in the previous year and40 
percent said that they were m e  diflicult to pay than in the previous year. 
60 percent of thae who said that it was m e  difficult to pay their energy bills reported that the 
n.rain reason was their h c i a l  situation 

LMEAP benefits increased since the previous year due to the greater approPriatim in FY 2009. Twenty- 
one percent had total LEEAP benefits of mn-e than $750 in FY 2009, corrpred to 12 percent in FY 
2008. 

Responses to Isgh Energy costs 

Households reported tlm they took several actions to &e ends nxet. 

36 percent closed off part of their home. 
26 percent kept their horn at a teqmatme that \;bas d e  or unhealthy. 
20 percent left their hone for pat of the day. 
33 percent used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat. 

Inability to Pay Energy Bills 

Mimy LEEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills. 

49 percent skipped paying or paid less than their entire horn energy bill. 
35 percent received a notice or threat to ctiscormect or discontinue their electricity or home 
heating fuel. 
12 percent had their electric or n a d  gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpaymmt. 
27 percent were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel \;bas 

shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system ws broken and they could 
not afford to fix it. 
17 percent were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year because their electricity was 
shut off or their air conditioner mas broken and they could not afford to fix it. 

Mimy LDHEAP recipients had problens paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to 
their energy bills. 

5percentwereaictedftomtheirhornorapartment. 
4percenthadaforeclosureontheirmrt~e. 

3 1 percent did not &e their fid &gage or rent papent. 

12percentmvedinwithfiiends o r f d y .  
3 percent mved into a shelter or were hornless. 

Source: 2007 LMEApNotbk 
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?hey faced other sigrdicant financial problem as well. 

17 percent got a payday loan in the past five years. 
2 percent were forced into banhptcy in the past year. 

Meal and Health Problem 

Many of the Ll" recipients faced sigmficant d c a l  and health problens in the past five years, 
partly as a result of hi& energy costs. All of these problem increased sigmficantly since the 2003 
survey. 

30 percent went without food for at least one day. 
41 percent went without Illedical or dental care. 
33 percent did not hll a prescription or took less than the fidl dose of a prescribed d c a t i m  
25 percent had sareone in the hoIlle beco~lle sick because the home uas too cold 

The Need for LIHEAP 

Households reported e n m u s  challenges despite the fact that they received LJHEAP. However, they 
reportedthat~wasextreKleyimportant. 

64 percent of those who did not keep their horn at UIlSafe or unhealthy tenprahxes said they 
would have done so if- had not been available. 
53 percent of those who did not have their electricity or harm heating fuel discontinued said that 
they would have if it had not been for LElFAP. 
98 percent said that LJHE?AP was very or so& inprtant in helping them to nxet their 
needs. 

It is clear that m y  of these households will continue to need L;MEAp to meet their energy and other 
essential needs. 88 percent said that they have or plan to apply for LMEAP in the next year. 
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The National Ehergy Assistance Directors' Association (NEADA), r e p r e  the state LMEAP 
directors, received a grant thrcngb the 'on for C k d ~  and Families (ACF), U.S. Ikp&mmt 
of Health and HLM-EUI Services to update the infonrraon about IEEA€-recipient households that vms 
collected in the 2003,2005,2008, and 2009 NEA Surveys. This survey d o c m t e d  changes in the 
affordability of energy bills, the need for LMEAP, and the choices that low-inam households d e  
whenfacedwithunaffordableenergybills. 

The 2009 NEA Survey selected a new sample of 2009 LIHEAP recipients to doanrent changes in the 
need for LMEAP and changes in the choices that low-in- households d e  when faced with 
unaBordab1e energy bills. ?his report presents the k d m g  fi-m the 2009 NEA Survey and provides 
cornprisons to the 2003 and 2008 NEA Surveys. The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by 
APPRISE. 

'The Low Incmx Hbm Energy Assistance Program (LIHE4P) is a c b i n k t d  by the U.S. 
Dprtmmt of Health and Hirmin Services (HEIS). The purpase of LIHEAP is "to assist low-income 
households, particularly those with the lowest in-, that pay a high pmporhon of household 
income for honx energy, prirmily in meeting their M a t e  horm energy needs." 'The LMEAP 
statute dekes horn energy as "a source of heating or mlq in residential d~ellings.'~ 

Federal dollars for LIHEAP are allocated by the U.S. Dsparmmt of Health and €hmn Services to 
the grantees (i.e., the 50 states, District of C b l d a ,  128 tribes and t r i i  Organizations, and five 
insular arm) as a block grant. Program h d s  are distributed by a fordla, which is weighted 
towards relative cold-weather conditions. 

Program fkds are disbursed to LEEAP income-eligible households under programs designed by 
the individual grantees. Section 2605@)(2) allow L;MEAp grantees to use two in--related 
standardsindet- (5 household eligibility for LTHEAP assistance: 

Categaid eligibility for households with one or m01-e indivictuals receiving Temparary 
Assistance for Needy Families, S~~~~lemcntal  Security In- paymats, Food Stamps, or 
certain needs-tested veterans' and SLW~VOI-S~ payments, without regard for household inccm~. 

In- eligibility for households with incom that do not exceed the greater of an munt 
ecpl to 150 percent of the f M  poverty level3, or an m u n t  equal to 60 percent of the state 
d a n  income. Grantees m y  target assistance to poorer households by setting lower in- 
eligibility levels. cdantees are prohibited fi-om setting inmm eligibility levels l o w  than 1 10 

?he staiutory intent of LIHEAP is to reduce h- heating and cooling costs for ~OW-~JXOIE households. However, 
i n f i d o n  on total residential energy costs is m e  accessible and ~lwe apparent to LIHEAP-recipient respondents. 
Mxeover, any reduction in horne heating and cooling costs leads to a direct reduction in total residential energy 
costs. llerefm, this report addresses total residential energy costs. 

in €3'2008 is $16,245 for a single person and $33,075 for a family of four. 
Mixt states use the 150 perm of federal poverty level nminmnas the guideline. 150 percent off& poverty 
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percent of the poverty level. Eligibility priority rmy be given to households with hi& energy 
burden or need4 

%e 2009 NEA Survey airred to update the infixrmtiion about LMEAP-recipient households that 
was collect& in the 2003,2005, and 2008 NEW Surveys. Stratified samples of 2009 L;MEAp 
recipients were selected to collect new ini?o&ion about the consequences of hi& energy bills for 
low-incom households. The 2009 National Fmergy Assistance Survey collected the following 
infkmtion fkomLMEAp-recipient households: 

Damgraphic, energy expenditure, and incorm infonrration 
Healthy bore behaviors 

construdive actions taken to m t  energy expenses 
Signs of unaffordable energy bills 
Health and safety consequences of d o r d a b l e  energy bills 
l?Ects ofumEordable energy bills on housing 
Cliangs in financial situation and afFordability of hone energy bills 
Impact and importance of LMEAp benefits for recipient households 

History ofLME4p partlcipatkm 

The 2009 Survey included the 12 states that were included in the 2008 Survey and a larger sample of 
C T  L;MEAp recipients, as a result of additional h c l i r g  that uas allocated for a special study in a. 
Tnis report presents the national and regional results. A SepaTate report presents the results for CT 
compared to the Northeast and the US. as a whole. 

This report has six sections that follow this introduction 

section V: Szwvey MtWZ/: presents the mthodology used for sarrple selection, w e y  
irqlerrentation, weighting and survey response rates. 

section ,E. ILEE4.P Recipiais: 
recipient households that corrpleted the 2009 NE24 Survey. 

Presents b g a p h i c  and incorm inkrmtion LTHEAP- 

&tion IP? Pi-obIm Faced @ h h c o m  HosehoZ& in &ting ?heir E- Ne&: 
Presents i r & o d o n  about actions that LMEAP-recipient households take to m t  their energy 
needs, household necessities, and health and wehess in the face of signiscant financial 
constraints. 

section V % Need For i2EE4P: Resents ini?orrmtion about the impact and importance of 
L;MEAp on recipient households. 

Description of Ll" inforrrraon obtained from 'Zow In- Ho~lle Ehergy Assistance Program Report to 
Congress for Fiscal Year 2001 ." U.S. Department of Health and Hmmn Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Of€ice of C k r n t n m  'ty Services, Division of Energy Assistance. Additional i r & o d o n  regarding the 
LIHiZAP propm can be found on the World Wide Web at: http://wu?N.acfhhs.gov/pr~eqd. 
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&tion W Regional M y s i i :  presents analysis of the probllens fBced by low-in- 
households intheNortheast, Mi- West, and South. - 

Setion W: cbnclzsion: Presents a summay of the key findings in this report. 
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This section describes the mthodology for the 2009 NJ3A Survey, including procedures for sample 
selection, survey ixplermntation, and weighting. 

A survey advance letter uas sent to the sample of selected LTHEAp recipients from the 13 
parhcipatmg states. This letter annomced the survey, notilied potential respondents that they might 
be called to partxipate in the survey, explained the purpose of the survey, and gave potential 
respondents the option to call the phone center to coqlete the survey at their convenience. 

APPRISE retained TMR Group to conduct the telephone survey tho@ its call center. A researcher 
ikom AF'PRISE trained TMR's qloyees  on the survey hstmmznt and monitored survey 
iqlermntation. TMR's mmager in charge of the survey instructed interviewers how to use the 
canpllrterized version of the survey to record custonm responses. 

Interviiewer training consisted of two hom-long sessions - one for daytime and one for evening 
interviewers. ?his training session provided interviewers with an overview of the project, purpose 
behind questions asked, and strategies to provide accumte clarification and elicit acceptable 
responses though neutral probing techniques. 

Interviewer monitoring allowed AF'PRISE researchers to both listen to the may interviewers 
conducted surveys and see the answers they chose on the computterized data entry form TMR's 
rmnager fBciltated open corrmnmication between the monitors and interviewers, which allowed the 
mni tm to instruct interviewers on how to inplermnt the survey and accurately record customer 
responses- 

Telephone intervievw were conducted between Novenhr 16,2009 and Januxy 26,2010. Ixning 
this time period, 1,828 interviews were completed 

LMEAP recipients were selected ikom each of the 13 states chosen to partxipate in the survey. 
Because of a special congressional eanrrark for Cormecti- a special study uas conducted for 
connecticUt. Table II-1 details the number of LI" recipients selected to complete the survey, 
number of completed interviews, cooperation rates, and response rates for the national sarrple. Table 
II- 1 presents the following infonxatim 

Number selected. Initially, approxirmtely 220 households were selected in each state, or for 
each district in Cormectica. Due to the expected interview response rate based off of the 
2008 study, an additional Sarrple of 180 uas initially selected for New York Because client 
telephone n m k r s  were not provided in the Georgia LIHEAP database, an additional 
sarkple of 380 was selected Due to the high number of non-interviews and unusable 
telephone nudxrs, an additional sample of 150 cases were selected for California, 30 for 
Iovca, 80 for New Mkxico, and 80 for North Carolina In Conndcut, an additional sample 
of 100 uas selected for Districts 1-3 and an additional sample of 150 uas selected for 
Districts 4-5. ?he final sample consisted of 5,240 cases. 
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Unusable: There were 1844 cases deemxi unusable because no one was present in the horne 
dming the survey d o  wds able to complete the survey, or because phone nunhrs were 
missin& unavailable, disconnected, or incorrect. These households are not included in the 
c l e n d o r  of the response rate or the cOOperatiOn rate. They are included in the 
denominator of the completed interview We. 

- 
Total Sample 

Statistics 
Number Selected 5,240 

Unusable 1,844 

NornInterview: There were 418 cases classified as non-interview because the quahfied 
respondent rem to complete the interview, or because the respondent asked the 
interviewer to call back to coqlete the interview at a later tirne, but did not complete the 
interview during the field period These households are included in the denaninator of the 
Coopaation rate, the response rate, and tbe conpleted interview rate. 

Unknown eligjbiliw There were 1150 cases that were determined to have unknown 
eligibility to complete the interview, c€ue to answen'ng mhines, no answers, and l a n g g  
barriers.5 These households are not i n d a  in the denamkator of the cooperation rate. 
~ y a r e ~ l ~ i n t h e ~ o ~ ~ o f ~ r e s p o n s e r a t e a n d t h e ~ l e t e d i n t e r v i e w r a t e .  

Completed interview: The conpleted M e w  are households that were reached and that 
answered the 111 set of survey questions by telephone. In total, 1,828 interviews were 
corqleted. 

cooperation rate The ampaation rate is the percent of eligible households ccmtacted who 
completed the survey. ?his is calculated as the number of coqleted interviews divided by 
the interviews plus the number ofnorrinterviews (re- plus non-canpleted call backs?. 
Overall, this survey achieved a 81 percent cooperaton rate. 

Response raw. The response mte is the number of completed interviews divided by the 
number of conpleted interviews plus the number of non-intemiews (refusals plus non- 
completed call back) plus all cases of unknown eligibility (due to answing mhines and 
language barriers). This survey attained a 54 percent response rate. 

Completed Interview Rate: The q l e t e d  intemiew rate is the percentage of households 
selected that coqleted the survey. This survey attained a 35 percent completed interview 
rate. 

The telephone interview center conchcted interviews with respondents with a hguage barrier mho spoke Spanish. 
However, there vme 187 cases in which an interview could not be corrpleted due to a language barrier for a 
language other than Spanish. Eighty-thee Spanish interviews were wmpleted. 
Noncarrpleted dbacks include respondents mho asked the interviewer to call back at a later tke to complete the 

interview, but did not conplete the interview by the end of the field period. 

5 
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Unknom Eligibility 

cooperation Rate 

Total Sample 
statistics 

1,150 

I RewomeRate I 54% I 

220 

New Mexico 

I ConmIeteii Interview Rate ~ I 3 5 A  

57% 106 

Table 11-2 dqlays the nunher of interviews conpleted by state. The response rate ranged fi-om 40 
percent in California to 74 percent inNorth Carolina 

North Carolina6 

Ohio 

Table 11-2 
Number of Completed Interviews by State 

300 114 74yo 

220 R 102 I 61% 

62% 
1 700 530 

102 

-@a7 I1 li 120 II 65% 11 

Minnesota 11 220 11 103 II 62% 

NewYork6 I 400 1 111 II 49% II 

Pennsylvania II 220 I 113 I 69% 11 

Table II-3 dqlays the numlxr of interviews Completed by CT district. The response rate ranged 
fi-om41 to 50 percent. 

Table 11-3 
Connecticut Number of Completed Interviews by District 

106 II 50% II 
111 I 47% I 

Client telephone nutrber uas not provided in the GA LMEAP datasets, and rmny rnmbers were missing fim the 
NC and NY LMEAP datasets. rvErnual look-upS were ConChLcted f a  thm hOuseholds. 
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103 

Two sets of weights were used to enwre that state-level data represents each state and that the 
o v d  &dings are representative of the national LMEAP population First, weights were applied 
within states. The purpose of these wights uas to d u s t  fa selectim and response rate variation 
within poverty group and vulnerable status. A second set of weights uas used so that the sum of the 
state weights uas proportional to the strata size fiamwhich it was draws In the estirmtes presented 
in this report, the total wig& comprisedof these two separate weiats, is used. This results in a 
nationally reprex&itive -le of 2009 LMEAP recipients. 



UHEAP Recipient Households 

Number of Household lclembers 
1 

2 

The 2009 National kergy Assistance Survey included a series of questions ab& household 
demographics. Table III-1 displays infomration on the nm-ber of household d. ?he table shows 
that 36 percent of LMEAP recipients live in smgle person households and 57 percent have two or fewer 
household rmrrhrs. 

Percent of Respondents 

36% 
21% 

Table IU-1 
Number of Household Mkmbers 

YeS 

Household Wth Household Household mth  Household Wth Single 
Senior (Age 60 Wth Child (Age 18 Young CP3d Parent 

or older) Dbbled or under) Household' 
39% 44% 45% 23% 18% 

~~-~ 

11% 

No 
Don't Know/ 
Refused 

1 5  

61% 56% 55% 77% 82% 

4 %  1% 4 %  4% oo/o 

8% 

At Least One Vulnerable Member 

No Vulnerable R/lembers 

I 6ormre I 7% I 

Percent of Respondents 

92% 
8% 

Table III-2 displays inf?x-m&on on the presence of vuhemble household nmrhers. The table shows that 
39 percent have a senior in the h m ,  44  percent have a disabled household mxik-, 45 percent have a 
child age 18 or younger, 23 percent have a child age five or younger, and 18 are single parent households. 

Table llI-2 
Vulnerable Groups 

Table III-3 shows that 92 percent of LIHEAP recipients have at least one vulnerable household mxrhr. 

Table llI-3 
Households Wth At Least One Vulnerable Mkmber 

Respondents were asked whether they own or rent their h m .  Table III4 shows that 46 percent of 
LMEAP recipients own their horn .  
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U H W  Mpient Households 

$10,001 - $20,000 

$20,001 - $30,000 

Table lII4 
Home Ownership 

I Homeownership I Percent of Respondents 

41% 

l6Y0 

51% 

Don’t Know (1% 

=-150% 

Table III-5 displays the annual household incorn distribution for LMEAP-recipient households. The 
table shows that 38 percent have incorn of less than or eg[ual to $lO,OOO and only one percent have 
inconx above $4O,OOO. 

1oo/o 

Table lII-5 
AnnualIncome 

I I $10,000 I 38% I 

I $30,001 - $40,000 I 4% I 
IMorethan$40,000 I 1% I 

Table m-6A shows that 20 percent had incorn at or below 50 percent of the poverty level and 62 percent 
had income at or below the poverty level. Only 10 percent had incorr~ above 150 percent of the poverty 
level. 

Table JII6A 
Poverty Level 

I Povertyivel I Percent of Rewondents I 

I 16% I 
I 12% I 
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Table lII-6B 
Poverty Level by Vulnerable Group 

Defined as households with only one adult resichng with one or m e  children 

YeS 

No 

Respondents were asked about the type of inCoI1-E and benefits received in the past year. Table ID-7 
shows that 31 percent reported that they received employment inam, 37 percent said that they received 
retiremmt incomc, 40 percent reported that they received public assistance, and 61 percent reported that 
they received non-cash benefits, including food stamps or public housing. 

Wages or Self- Retirement PUbl iC  Non-cash 
Employment Incorm Income Assistance benefits 

31% 37% 40% 61% 

68% 62% 58% 38% 

Table IJI-7 
Types of Income and Benefits Received 

Yes 
No 

31% 29% 36% 

69% 70% 63% 

Respondents were asked whether they had been unerqloyed at m tinx during the year. Table III-8A 
shows that 36 percent reported that they had been unemployed at som point during the past year. This 
compares to 3 1 percent in 2003 and to 29 percent in 2008. 

Table ITI-SA 
Unemployed During the Year 

I I 2003 I 2008 I 2009 I 

Table III-8B displays the percent of respondents who were unemployed dunng the past year by 
vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children under 18 and non-&&le 
households were mxt likely to report that they had been unemployed. F&y-four percent of each of these 
groups reported that they had been unemployed 
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U W  Recipient Households 

YeS 

No 

Don’t Know/ Refused 

Table LII-8B 
Unemployed During the Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

17Yo 28% 5 4 Y O  54% 

83Yo 72% 46% 42% 
4 %  (1% 4% 5% 

1 NumberofResDondents 1 757 I 788 I 778 I 152 I 

Nudxr of Reswndents 

Poverty Level 

@50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 

286 673 557 312 

Table m-8C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had been unqloyed in the past 
year by poverty level. The table shows that 58 percent of respondents with incorn at or below 50 percent 
of the poverty level reported that they hadbeen unerrqloy4 COIlpared to 31 percent between 5 1 and 100 
percent of poverty, 27 percent behwxn 101 and 150 percent of poverty, and 39 percent above 150 percent 
ofpoverty. 

YeS 

No 

Don% Know/ Refused 

Table III-8C 
Unemployed During the Year 

By Poverty Level 

58% 31% 27% 39% 

41% 69% 73% 60% 
1% (1% 4 %  2% 

YeS 

No 

29% 17% m0 

71% 83% 60% 

Table m-8D chsplays the percent of households with incorm above 150 percent of poverty who were 
unerrqloyed chning the year, in 2003,2008, and 2009. The table shows that there w a large increase in 
the percenlzge of these households who were uneqloyed in 2009, emthe previous year. The percent 
increased from 17 percent to 39 percent. 

Table III-SD 
Unemployed During the Year 

Poverty Level >19% 

Note: 20% statistidly significant differences at the 95%level fkom 
2003 and2008 areunderlined, 



I UHEAP Recipient Haseholds 

r 

YeS 

Rqmndents were asked several queshons abo& difkrent lnedical conditions that rmrbers of their 
households had. Table m-9 shows that 46 percent had asthnq 21 percent had breathing-related 
conditions, 51 p e n t  had heart disease, and 54 percent had allergies. 

Asthma or Symptoms chronic Bimnchitis, €@pertension, Heart Diseasq Allergies or 
of Asthma Emphysema, CDPD Heart Attack, or Stroke Synptons of Allergies 

46% 21% 51% 54% 

Table III-9A 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had or 

Had Symptoms of These MCiiieal Conditions 

~ ~~ ~ 

No 54% 78% 48% 

1% 1% 1% Don’t khowf 
Refused 

45% 

1 Y o  

Child 
Under18 Senior 

Table m-9B displays the percent of respondents who had each of these medical conditions, by vulnerable 
group. The table shows that the rates of these conditions vary by vulnerable groq. Disabled households 
are nmst likely to have asth-rrra and breathing conditions. Seniors are m t  likely to have heart disease. 
Households with disabled rrmdxrs and households with children are m t  likely to have allergies. 

Non- 
Vulnerable 

Table 111-9B 
Mdical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or 

Had Symptoms of These Mdical Conditions 
By Vulnerable Group 

~ 

75% €@pertension, Heart Disease, Heart 
Attack, or Stroke 66% 32yo 40% 

1 ChronicBronchitis,EnahvsernacoPD I 22% I 35% 1 17% I 12% I 

Chronic Bronchitis, Eknphysema, COPD 18% 24% 22% 14% 

Allergies or Symptoms of Allergies 1 48% I 66% 1 6oo/o I 34% 

Table m-9C displays the percent of respondents who had &cal conditions by poverty level. lhe  table 
shows that there is not a clear relahonshp between poverty level and these symptom. 

Table III-9C 
Mdical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or 

Had Symptoms of These M c a l  Conditions 
By Poverty Level 

Poverty Level 

@50% I 51-100% I 101-150% I >15ooh 

Number of Respondents 286 673 557 3 12 

Asthma or Symptoms of Asthma 45% 49% 42% 44YO 
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UHEAF' Mpient Households 

39% IIypertension, Heart Dkease, Heart 
Attack, or Stroke 

Poverty Level 

5 4 Y O  57yo 48% 

I I 040% I 51-100% I 101-150% I >150% I 

NumberofRespondents 

YeS 

757 788 778 152 

9oo/o 94% 77% 65% 

Table D-lOA displays the percent of respndents who reported that they had any of these conditions. 
'The table shows that 82 percent reported that s o m e  in the household had at least one of these 
conditions. 

No 

Don't Knowmfused 

Table III-1OA 
Mdial conditions: Someone in the Household €Tad, or Had Symptoms of Allergies, 

Asthma, chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD7 
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 

1OOh 6% 23% 31% 

0% 0% 4 Y o  4 O h  

Presence of 
Medical condition 

82% 
17% 

Don't &ow/ R e W  4% 

Table III-1OB show the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by vulnerable 
group. ?he table show that households with seniors and disabled household r r m r b e ~  m e  mst likely 
to report these conditions. Nmety percent of households with a senior reported that they had one of these 
conditions and 94 percent with a disabled household rxrnlxr reported that they had one of these 
umditiions. 

Table IlI-1OB 
Ic.3edical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies, 

Asthma, chronic Bronchitis, Eqhysema, W D 7  
Hgh Blood Pressure, €&art Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 

By Vulnerable Group 

Table III-lOC displays the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by poverty group. 
'The table shows that households in the middle poverty level groups are m e  likely to have these 
conditians. 



UHEAP Recipient Households 

Number of Respondents 

Table 111-1OC 
Medical conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptom of Allergies, 

Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD, 
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 

By Poverty Level 

0-50Yo 51-1(@% 101-1!!%% >150% 

286 673 557 312 

I I Poverty Level I 

YeS 76% 
No 23% 

---- 
86% MY0 77% 
14% 15% 23% 

Table 111-11 displays the percent of respondents who had a breathing condition and who needed to go to 
the hospital for the condition during the past year. This table shows that about one half of the households 
had asthma or another breathing problerq and &out 19 percent had the condition and needed to go to the 
hospital for the condition 

W-onchitis, Flnphysema, 
or CDPD 

Table III-11 
1\'3edcal conditidns: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Symptom of Asthma, or had 

Chronic &onchitis, Emphysema, or Chronic obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) 
And Needed to Go to the Hospital for This Health Problem in the Past Year 

NeededtocOto 
Hospital 

50% 

Don't Km>w/ Refused 1% 

I 49% I 19% I 
30% 

4% 

Sorrmne in the Household 
utilizesNecessaryR..ledical 

Equipment that Uses Electricity 
YeS 

I DoesNotHavecondition /I -- I 50% I 

Percent of Respondents 

25% 

Respondents were asked whether they use any medical equipmmt that requires the use of eletricity. 
Table 111-1% shows that 25 p e n t  of respondents reportedthat they use such eqipmmt. 

Don't Know/Refused 

Table IlI-12A 
Sorneone in the Household utilizes Necessary Medical Equipment that Uses Electricity 

(1% 

75% 

Table m- 12B displays the percent who reported the use of such medical equiprent by vulnerable goup. 
The table shows that 38 percent of households with a disabled rmr&er and 29 percent of households with 
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UHEAP Recipient Households 

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 

YeS 21% 38% 29% 9% 
No 79% 62% 71% 86% 

~ ~ _ _ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

children reported that they use this equiprrmt. Households that did not have vulnerable r m d x r s  were 
least likely to report the use of this equipment. 

Very Healthy 

Somewhat Healthv 

Table III-12B 
Mkmber of Household utilizes IWkdical w p m e n t  that Requires Electricity 

ByVierable Group 

I Senior I Disabled I QlildUnder18 I Non-Vulnerable 1 

37% 
43% 

Don’t Know/Refiwd 

Table lII-13A dsplays the respondent’s self-reprted health condition ?he table shows that despite the 
reported presence of the medical conditicms displayed earlier’ 37 percent said that they were very healthy, 
and 43 percent said that they were somewhat healthy. Only six percent said that they were very 

~~ 

1 Y o  

unhealthy. 

Number of Respondents 

Very Healthy 

Table III-13A 
Respondent’s Health Cbndition 

757 788 778 152 

29% 23% 50% 39% 

I Respondent’s Health condition I Percent of Respondents 

&=what unhealthy 

Very Wealthy 

14% 20% 7% 8% 
8% 13% 2OA 3% 

I Somewhatunhealthy I 12% 

Table m-13B displays the respondent’s health condition by vulnerable p u p .  The table shows that 
households with disabled mzdxrs  mere d y  likely to say that they were unhealthy. One third of 
respondents with disabled r - m n k r s  said that they were s m  or very dealthy, 22 percent of 
respondents with seniors in the household, 11 percent of households with no vulnemble I17embas, and 
nine percent of households with children said that they were somwhat or very unhealthy. 

Table III-l3B 
Respondent’s Health Condition 

ByVulnerable Group 

I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Norrvulnerable I 

I SomewhatHealthy I 48% I 42% I 41% I 46% I 
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UHEAP Recipient Households 

Don’t Know&fused 

I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 
1% 2% 1 Y o  4% 

Number of Respondents 

Verv Ilealthv 

Table III-13C displays the respandent’s health condition by poverty level. The table shows that there is 
not a significant relationship between poverty level and reported health condition 

286 673 557 3 12 

41% 38% 36% 34yo 
~~~~ 

Table III-13C 
Respondent’s Health condition 

By Poverty Level 

Somewhat Wealthy 

Verv Unhealthv 

11% 13% 13% 7% 

4% 7% 6% 9% 

YeS 

No 

Respondents were asked several queshons about horne behaviors and horn conditicms that could affect 
their health Table m-14A shows that 21 percent of respondents reported that they SIlloke in the horn. 

21% 

79% 

Table III-14A 
Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House 

Number of Respondents 

YeS 

Health Homes: 
Smokes Inside the House 1 Percent of Respondents 1 

757 788 778 152 

15% 26% 18% 31% 
No 

Don’t Know/Refused 

Table III-14B displays the percent who reported that they smke in the horn by vdnerable 
group. Households with no vulnerable rmxbm and households with disabled mzmbers were 
rmst likely to report that they m k e  in the hone. 

Table III-14B 
Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House 

By Vulnerable Group 

85% 74% 82% 66% 

0% G% 0% 4% 

I 1 Senior 1 Disabled 1 ChildUnder18 I Non-Vulnerable 1 
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Table 11-14C -lays the percent who mmke in the horn by poverty level. The table shows that the 
percent does not va-y by poverty level. 

Number of Respondents 

Poverty Level 

@Soh 51-100°/o 1O1-I5Oo/o >I%% 
286 673 557 312 

I Yes 
~~ - 
No 80% 

Don’t Know / Refused 1% 

1 19% I 22% I 20% I 19% I 
78?? 80% 80% 

(1% 4 %  1 Yo 

SoEmtiImS 

-1Y 
Never/Don’t Have One 

Repden t s  were asked how often they use their bathroom exhaust when showering or bathug 
and how often they use their kitchen edmust when cooking. Table ID-15 shows that about half 
of the respondents said that they never use the bathroom exhaust or don’t have one, and 39 
percent said that they never use their kitchen exhaust or don’t have one. 

11% 21% 
8% 16% 

4!9% 39% 

Table III-15 
Healthy Homes: Members of Household Use Exhaust Fan 

U 30% I 22% I 

Don’t Knowkfused I 2% 1 1% I 

Respondents were asked whether they have had m l d  or pests in their homz in the past year. Table III- 
16A shows that 23 percent reported that they had mold and 42 percent reported that they had pests. 

Table III-16A 
Healthy Home Issue: Mbold or Pests in Home in Past Year 

76% 57% 

Table III-16E3 displays the percent of respondents who reported that they have mold or pests by 
vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children were m e  likely to report these 



UHEAP Recipient Households 

Number of Respondents 

Mold 

Table III-16B 
Healthy Homes Issue: Had Most or Pests in Home in Past Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

I senior I Disabled I Under18 I Non-Vdnerable 

757 788 778 1 52 

16% 24% 31% 20% 

Number of Respondents 

Mold 

Pests 1 41% I 44% I 48% I 4oo/o I 

Poverty Level 

@5O% 51-1OO% IO1-15OYo 

286 673 557 3 12 

24% 22% 21% 28% 

Table III-16C &splays the percent of respondents who reported that they had mold or pests by poverty 
level. ?he table does not show a clear relationship between poverty group and these problems. 

Asthma or 

OfAsthnra 
synptons 

Table m-16C 
Healthy Homes: Had Mbld or Pests in Home in Past Year 

By Poverty Levd 

Bronchiti 
s, 

Enphyse 
nraor 

Smokes in Home 

Table ID-17 displays the presence of respimtory conditions by whether healthy h m  behavim 
are pracbd The table shows that 57 percent of respondents who have sareone SITloke in the 
home have sorraxne in the home with asfhrp compared to 43 percent who do not and 39 
percent have somne  in the home with bronchitis, emphyserrq or COPD conpared to 16 
percent mho do not have s o m e  who smkes in the home. The table also shows that 
respondents who use the bathroom and kitchen exhausts are somvdxxt less likely to have 
m m n e  in the home with these d c a l  conditions. 

COPD 
YeS YeS 

57% 39% 

Table III-17 
Presence of Respiratory Condition 

By Healthy Home Conditions 

Uses BathroomExhaust 44% 20% 

1 DoesNotSmokeinHome I 43% I 16% I 
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UHEAP Recipient Households 

Natural Gas 
Electricity 

Fhel Oil or Kerosene 

Uses Ktchen Exhaust 

43% 

24% 

17% 

Respandents were asked to report the Prirrruy h l  used to heat their home. Table III-18 &om that 43 
percent use natuI-al gas, 24 percent use electricity, 17 percent use h l  oil or kerosene, and 10 percent use 
m. 

Bottled Gas (LPGor Propane) 

Wood 

Coal or coke 

Table III-18 
Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating 

10% 

2% 
(1 O ?  

I Primary F’uel Used for Home Heatiw Percent of kmndents I 

No Fuel Used 

Solar Energy 

Don’t Know/Refitsed 

(1% 

0% 
3% 

NO/ Own Horn 

Do Not Pay Rent 

Don’t Know/Refused 

93% 

1% 

(1% 

Table III- 19 shows that six percent of respondents have their heat included in their rent. 

Table IU-19 
Elkat included in Rent 

I Heat included in Rent I Percent of Respondents I 
I yes I 6% I 



UHEAP Recipient Households 

Primary Method of Summer cooling 

Window or Wall Air Conditionim 

Table III-20 displays the Pimaty mthod of surrmcr coolug. The table shows that 36 percent have use 
window or midl air conditioning 26 percent use centd air conditioning and24 percent use fans. 

Percent of Respondents 

36% 

Table III-20 
F'rhmry Mkthad of Summer b l h g  

FanS 

Evaporative or Swamp cooling 
No Cboling Method Used 

24% 

2% 

11% 



problems Wing Energy Needs 

so1  - $1,OOo 

$1.001- $1.500 

lhis section examines the h a n d  challenges and difficut choices II-ade the LMEAP recipients to 
11..onage their total residential energy costs. Tables presented in this section m y  not total to 100 percent 
due to roundmg. 

~ 

13% 
14% 

Respondents were asked to report their annual en erg^ costs. Table IV-1 shows that 37 percent of the 
respondents reportedthat their bills were over $2,000. 

Number of Respondents 

5 $100 

Table IV-1 
Annual Total Residential Energy C b t s  

1,256 1,828 

- 9% - 4% 

Percent of Respondents Annual Total 
Residential Energy Costs 

$101-$250 

!?251-%500 

I LeSsthan$500 I 7% I 

27% 11% 
40% 41% 

I $1,501 - QOOo I 16% I 

Table IV-2A -lays the d i m i o n  of total LMEAP hef i t s  for 2008 and 2009 LIHEAP recipients. 
The table shorn that benefits increased in FY 2009 due to the incx-easd program hding. While 12 
percent had total bef i t s  of greater than $750 in 2008,21 percent had total benefits of greater than $750 
in2009. 

Table IV-X 
Total LTHEAP Benefits Distribution 
Hkating, Cboling, and Crisis Benefits 

Percent Received 

2008 I 2009 



Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 1,256 

2 $1,OOo 5% 
~~ 

I I 

1,828 

11% 

Number of Respondents 

I$100 

Note: 2009 Statistically significant differences af the 95% 
level f?om 2008 are  lined 

1m 1,828 

6% 5% 

Table IV-2B displays the distribution of IJHEAP heatirg benefits in F Y  2008 and FY 2009. 
Heatingbenefits also increased- 

$751-$1,OOo 

Table IV-2B 
LIHEAP Heating Benefits Distribution 

I PercentReceived I 

6% I 7% 

I Benefitbunt I 2008 I 2009 I 

Did Not Receive Haw- Benefit - 9% - 4% 

Number of Respondents 

Mt!an Benefit Received 

286 673 557 3 12 

$562 $570 $524 $478 

Table IV-2C displays mean total LMEAP benefits by poverty level. ?he table shows that 
households with in car^ below 100 percent of the poverty level receive greater average benefit 
armunts. 

Table N-2C 
M&m Total LIHEAP Benefits 

Heating, Cooling, and Crisis Benefits 
By Poverty Level 

Poverty Level 
&50% I 51-100% I 101-150% I >150% 

Table N-2D displays mzan total LTHEAP hef i t s  by vulnerable group. The table shows that households 
with young children have the greatest avemge benefits, followed by households with children under 18 
and all single parent households. Households without vulnerable rxmbers receive the lowest average 
benefits. 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

coom 
crisis 

Table W-2D 
Mean Total LIHEAP Benefits 

Heating, cooliag, and Crisis Benefits 
By Vulnerability Group 

13 - 1% $218 37 - 2% $231 
158 B O  $402 302 m0 $448 

I Senior I Disabled I Under18 I Under6 I Singleparent 1 Non-Vulnerable I 

~ 

0-5% 

6O/crlO% 

Table W-2E displays the type of benefit received and the ~nean benefit level for 2008 and 2009. 
The table shows that a greater percentage of respondents received heating hef i t s  and a greater 
percentage received crisis benefits in FY 2009 than in FY 2008. Mkan bef i t s  were also 
significantly greater in FY 2009 for all three types of benefits. 

~~ ~ 

13% 37% 
32% 29% 

Table IV-2E 
Tjpe of LIHEAP Benefits and Mkan Benefit Amounts 

I II 2008 Survey II 2009 survev II 
T&e of Benefit I 

Pre-LTHEAP energy burden was calculated by dividing the respondents energy costs by their total 
household income and  post-^ energy burden mas calculated by subtracting LMEAP benefits fiom 
energy costs and then dividing these net energy costs by total household inCome. Table IV-3A shows that 
LMEAP benefits had a big ~mpact. on the househ~lds’ energy burden. F’rior to receiving IJHEAP, 22 
percent of households had an energy burden of 20 percent or m e .  After receiving LTHEAP, 12 percent 
had an energy burden that was this high Additionally, L1[HEAp benefits increased the percentage with 
bmdens below five percent fi-om 13 percent of recipients to 37 percad. 

Table IV-3A 
Total Residential Energy Burden 

Total Residential Energy Burden 

Pre-LxHEAP I Post-- 

I l\smnberofRespondents I 1533 I 1533 I 

I 11-15% I 19% 1 17% I 
11620% I 15% I 8% 1 



Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

All 

Table IV-3B displays pre and post LlIlEAp avemge energy burdens by vulnerable group. The table 
shorn that singe parent households have the greatest pre-LMEAp ens@ burdens, averagkg 20 percent. 
LIHEAP hef i t s  reduces m energy burden by between four and six percentage points for all group of 
households. While the pre-LMEAp energy burden average ranged from 14 percent to 20 percent, the 
post-= energy burden average ranged fiomnine percent to 14 percent. 

Child Child Single Non- 
Under6 Parent Vulnerable Senior Disabled under18 

Table IV-3B 
Mkan Total Residential Eneqgy Burden 

Byvulnerable Group 

Number of Respondents 

Pre-LEEAP Burden 

1533 630 665 678 308 261 117 

16% 14% 17yo 16% 1 7% 200A 16% 

I 

630 Number of 
kpondent s 

Table IV-3C *lays the energy burden distribution by vulnerable group. The table show that nearly 40 
percent of each group have energy burdens that are below five percent after receipt of LEEAP. 
However, there are still seven to twelve percent of aII p u p  who have energy h d e n  of m e  than 20 
percent even after receipt of LEEAP. 

630 665 665 678 678 117 117 

Table IV-X 
Residential Energy Burden Distribution 

By Vulnerable Group 

6%10% 31% 30% 28% 25% 36Yo 290A 

11-15% 23% 18% 18% 17% 17% 14yo 
16-20% 1 7% 8% 16% 10% 11% 7% 
21-25% 8% 3% 7% 3% 

>25% 10% 3% 15% 16% 8% 14% 7% 

Resp0n-s were asked &ether their energy bills had increased, decreased, or r&ed the sarne since 
the previous year. Table I V 4  shows that 35 percent said their bills had increased and 21 percent said 
their bills had declined. 
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Problems Wing Energy Needs 

ChangeinEnergyBills 

sarne 
Lower 

Table IV-4 
Change in Energy Bills 

Percent OfRespndents 

37% 
21% 

WhyEnergyBiUsareHigher 

Number of Respondents 

I 35% I 

Percent of Respondents 

660 

Respondents d o  said that their energy bills were higher were asked why they thought their bills had 
increased Table IV-5 shows that 63 percent said it was because energy prices were higher, five percent 
said it wds due to i n d  energyusage, and four percent said it was due to a colderwinter. 

Prices were Higher 

Increased Energy U s m e  

Table IV-5 
’why Energy Bills are Higher 

~ I 

63% 

5% 

Ehergy Inefficient Horn 

H d t h  or Safety Reasons 
2% 
2% 

I WinterwascOlder I 4% - I 

1c3oved to Merent Home 
Added Merdxm to Household 

Other 

1% 
1 Y o  

3% 

I w a o n o m y  I 1% I 

worse 

Better 
m’t Know/RefiBed 

39% 
12% 
1 Y o  

R q x m d a h  were also askedwhetha their h c i a l  situation had improved or worsened in the past year. 
Table N-6A shows that 39 percent said their financial situation mas worse and 12 percent said it was 
better than the past year. 

Table IVdA 
Change in Fmcial Situation 

I change in Fmcial Situation 1 Percent of Respondents 

I -  I 47% I 



Problems W i n g  Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Table IV-6l3 examines responses to the change in financial situation by vulnerable group. ?he table 
shows that households with children were rmst likely to say that their financial situation had worsened, 
and households with senior members were least likely to say that their financial situation had worsened. 

757 788 778 152 

Table IVdB 
Change in Financial Situation 

&Vulnerable Group 

same 
worse 

I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder 18 I Non-Vulnerable I 

56% 47% 39% 47% 
34% 40% 46% 39% 

Better 

Don’t Know/ Refused 
9% 11% 13% 14% 
1 O? 1% 2% 1 O A  

More m c u l t  

Less m c u l t  

Respondents were asked whether they had a m e  or less difficult tke paying their enagy bds the past 
year, as coqared to the previous year. Table IV-7A shows that 40 percent said they had a m e  dBicult 
tke and 13 percent said they had a less diflicult tirne. 

W ?  

13% 

Table IV-7A 
Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 

Less m c u l t  

Don’t Know/ Refused 

I changeinmwltyin 1 PercentofRespondents I Paying Ehergy Bills 

10?? 11% 14% 16% 
3% 4% 3% 2% 

I *  I 44% I 

Table IV-7€3 -lays the charge in difficulty Paying energy bills by vulnerable group. The table shows 
that households with children were mst likely to say they had a m r e  dBicult time and households with 
seniors were least likely to say they had a nmre dif€icult time. 

Table W-7B 
Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 

1 I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Viherable I 

NEADA Nat~onal Energy Assistance Survey Report 
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Respondents who saidthat they had armre diEcult tinx paying their energy bills were askedwhy it \;bas 

m r e  difficult. Table IV-8A shows that 60 percent said it mas due to a worse h c i d  situation and 21 
percent said it ulas due to an increased energy bill. 

No/LessEbergyAssistance 

Increased Rent 

Table W4A 
Reasons for Increased DitEculty in Paying Energy Bills 

~ 

2% 

1% 

I I n c r e a s e d m d ~ o f L i v i n e  I 3% I 

Increased Prescription Drugs 

Other 

Don’t Khow/Refused 

4% 

2% 

1% 

Lower IncomfLmt JoWorse 
Ekononic Situation 
Increased Energy Bill 

Table IV-8B compares responses for 2008 and 2009 and highlights the fact that households faced a rough 
titne in FY 2009 m r e  due to the financial c W e  than to increasing energy bills. Table IV-8B shows 
that 37 percent said they had increased difliculty payirbo their energy bills due to their economic situation 
in FY 2008 and 60 percent said they had increased diEculty paying their energy bills due to financial 
reasons in F Y  2009. Conversely, households were Illlch m e  likely to say the caw of their dif€iculty 
mas their hi& bills in F Y  2008 than inFY 2009. 

37% 60% 
50% 21% 

Table IV4B 
Reasons for Increased DiiXculty in Pay@ Energy Bills 

I I 2008 I 2009 I 

Respondents were asked several qpest~ons h u t  difficulties that they faced in rnxting their 
energy needs during the past year. Table IV-9A shows that 73 percent of respondents said that 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Almost Every Month 

they worried about paying their horn energy bill due to not having enough mney to pay the bill 
during the past year. 

Percent of Respondents 

30% 

1 or 2 mnths 

Never / No 

16% 
26% 

Table IV-9B -lays responses to this question by vulnerable group. The table shows that households 
with children and households without vulnerable r n d x r s  were mDst likely to say that they worried h u t  
paying their energy bill. 

Nunher of Respondents 

Table IV-9B 
Womed About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having 

Enough Wney for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 

Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Norrvulnerable 

757 788 778 1 52 

1 or 2 Months 

Never 1 No 

Don’t Know 

I AlmostEvervMonth I 20% I ~ 33% 38% I 37% I 

14% 14% 1 7yo 26% 
41% 25% 12% 10% 
4% -4 Y o  4% oo/o 

Number of Respondents 

ALmost Every Month 

Table IV-9C displays responses to whether the household w d e d  about paying the harm energy bill by 
poverty group. The table shows that households with incorn below 50 percent of the poverty level were 
mst likely to say that they womed about paying their energy bill. Eighty-four percent of these 
households said that they Wonied about paying their energy bill. 

286 673 557 312 

36% 31% 26% 25% 

Table IV-9C 
Worried About Paying Home Energy BiU Due to Not Having 

Enough Mney for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

@50% I 51-100% I 101-150% I >150% 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Some Months 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

30% 24% 29% 32% 
1 8Yo 17% 14% 16% 
15% 28% 31% 27?”0 

Respondents were asked whether they redwed expenses for household necessities clue to not having 
enough money to pay their energy bill chning the past year. Table IV-1OA shows that 78 percent said that 
they took this action 

So= Months 

1 or 2 Month 

Table IV-1OA 
Redud Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not 

Having Enough mney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 

~ 

27% 
10% 

I Percent of Respondents I I 

Don’t Know 

I Almost Every Month I 41% I 

~~ 

4 %  

Number of Respondents 

AlmostEveryMonth 

I NwerINo I 21% I 

~~ 

757 788 778 152 

32% 42% 47% 52% 
---- 

lor2Months 

Never I No 

Don’t Know 

Table IV-1OB shows that households with children and households without vulnerable members were 
mxt likely to report that they reduced expmses for household necessities. The table shows that 87 
percent of households with children and 93 percent of households without vulnerable rmnbers said that 
they faced this problem 

- ~~~~ 

12% la?! 10% lO?h 

33% 20% 12% 7% 
4 %  -4% (1% oo! 

Table IV-1OB 
M u d  Expenses for Household Nesessities Due to Not Hiwing 

Enough Mney for the Energy BiU During the Past Year 
Byvulnerable Group 

I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I NomVulnerable I I 

Table IV-lOC shows that households with incmx below 50 percent of poverty and households with 
incorm above 50 percent of poverty were lly76t likely to say that they reduced expenses for household 
necessities. Eghty-four percent of those with incoxe below 50 percent and 82 per& of those with 
i n c m ~  above 150 percent of poverty said that they reduced these expenses. 



Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

Table IV-lOC 
Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not l3A-u Enough 

mney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

I 51-100% I 101-1%% I >I%)% 

9% 10% 13% 8% 
16% 25% 23% 17% 

Almost Every Month 

Almost Every NIOnth 

Some Mbnths 

I ~ o m e i ~ n t h s  I 26% 1 26% 1 28% I 26% I 

5% 
21% 

1 or 2 mnths 

Never I No 

Don’t Know 

Respondents w e  asked whether they b o r r o w e d  fi-om a fiiend or relative to pay their horne energy bill 
dunng the past year. Table IV-l 1A shows that 46 percent of respondents said that they needed to take 
this action. 

20% 
54% 

4 %  

Table IV-1lA 
Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not 

mving Enough Wney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 

Number of Respondents 

Almost Every Month 

I I Percent of Respondents I 

757 788 778 152 

2% 5% 6% 6% 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

12% 1 8% 24% 30% 

73% 56% 43% 36% 

Table IV-1 1B shows that households with no vulnerable nmrhers were rrmt likely to report that they 
needed to take this action Sixty-four percent of households without vulnerable nxmbers reported that 
they borrowed for a fiiend or relative to pay their energy bill in the past year. 

Table IV-1lB 
Borrowed fi-om a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Ehergy Bill Due to Not Having 

Enough Wney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 

I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 
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Don't Kww 

Table IV- 1 1 C show that households with incorm below 50 percent of the poverty level were rmst likely 
to borrow fkom a fiend or relative. The table show that 61 percent of these households reported that 
they borrowed fkom a fiend or relative, compared to about 40 percent of the other poverty s o p .  

Senior Disabled childundev18 Non-Vulnerable 

4 %  (1% 1% 0% 

Table IV-llC 
Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having 

Enou@ Wney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

@%% 1 51-100% I 101-150% I >1%% 

Number of Respondents: 286 

Almost Every Month 7% 

673 557 3 12 

4% 3% 3% 
~~~~ 

Never / No 

&n't Know/ Refused 

Table IV-12 coqares responses to questionS about signs of unaf€ordable energy bills for the 2003,2008, 
and 2009 surveys. "he table show that app-oxirmtely the sarne percentage of respondents faced these 
problerrs in all three years. 

~ ~ 

39% 56% 63% 56% 
0% 4 Y o  (1% (1% 

Table IV-12 
S i p  of the Problem 

Comparison of Survey Results 

~ ~ 

I 
Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities 

Borrowed From a Wend or Relative 

78% 
46% 

Number of Resoondents 

~ -~ ~ 

46% 

80% 

43% 

I WoniedAboutPayiwzHomeEnemBill I 72% I 72% (1 74% II 

?his d o n  examines how households have responded to the problem of um.Bordable en- bills. 
Respondents were asked &ether they closed off part of their holm: chuing the past year because they 
could not a o r d  to heat or to cool it. Table IV-13A show that 36 percent of said that they 
tookthis action 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Some Months 

1 or 2 Mmths 

Table IV-13A 
Closed off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It 

Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 

Percent of Respondents 

1 8% 
6% 

I AlmDStEvervMbnth 1 12% I 

Don’t Know / Re- (1 Y o  

I Never/ No I 64% I 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

5% 7% 7% 6% 
61% 60% 69% 57% 

Table IV- 13B displays the percent of respondents mho said that they closed off part of their home because 
they could not a i d  to heat or to cool it. The table shows that households with children were mxt likely 
to say that they took this action. Ilm-ty-one percent of these respondents said that they closed off part of 
their home. 

Number of Respondents 

Almost Everv Month 

Table IV-13B 
Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It 

Due to Not Ha-0 Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 

286 673 557 3 12 

11% 11% 13% 13% 

~- I--- 
1 Senior 1 Disabled 1 Child Under 18 I NomVulnerable I 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

I NumberofRespondents I 757 I 788 I 778 I 1 52 I 

6% 7% 5% 5% 
65% 64% 64% 63% 

-;Month 13% I 9?? I 19% I 

Table IV-13C shows that the percent of respandents who closed off part of their h- does not vary by 
poverty level. 

Table IV-13C 
Closed off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It 

Due to Not Having Enough Wney for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
By Poverty Group 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Don’t Know 
~ 

4 Y o  0% (1 Y o  (1% 

Respondents were asked whether they kept their horne at a temperature that they felt was unsafe or 
unhealthy due to not having enough m e y  for the energy bill during the past year. ?he table shows that 
about one quarter of the respondents said that they took this action 

Table IV-14A 
Kept Ebme at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 

Having Enough Wney for the Enew Biu During Past Year 

Almost Everv Month 

~~ 

Percent of Respondents 

6% 

Never I No 

Don’t Know/ Refused 

Table IV-14B shows that about one third of households with disabled r m d x r s  and one third of 
households with no wlnemble members said that they kept their horm at an unsafe or unhealthy 
temperahrre. 

~ ~ _ _  

73% 
1% 

Table IV-14B 
Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 

Byvulnerable Group 
Having Enough Wney for the Energy Bill Past Year 

Number of Respondents 

Almost Every Month 

I 1 Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnemble I 
- 

757 788 778 152 

5% 8% 5% 7% 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

1 soIzleR’h>nths I 12% I 17% I 13% I 18% I - 
4% 7% 8% 7% 

78% 67% 73% 67% 

Table N-14.C shows that there is not m h  variation in the percent of households who kept their horm at 
an d e  or unhealthy temperahrre by poverty group. 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

Table IV-14C 
Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 

Waving Enough Wney for the Enem Bill During Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

@50% I 51-100% I 101-150% I >150% 

7% 7% 4% 7% 
71% 71% 78% 70% 

Almost Every pllonth 

Almost Every Month 

Left Horn for Part of the Day Because 
Home uas Too Hot or Too Cold 

1 Y O  

Table IV-15A shows that twenty percent of respondents said that they left their honx for part of the day 
because it was too hot or too cold in the past year. 

Sorm MDnths 

1 or 2 MDnths 

Table IV-15A 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 

Due to Not Ha-0 Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 

~ 

9% 
10% 

Don’t Know I Refused 
~ 

oo/o 

I NeverINo I 79% I 

Sorn Months 

1 or 2 Months 

7% 11% 1oo/o 12Yo 
6% lO?? 14% 14% 

Table IV-lB shows that there is not much variability by vulnerable group in this action 

Table IV-13B 
Left Ebme for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cdd 

Due to rVot Having Enough mney for the Enem BiU During the Past Year 
By Vdnerable Group 

I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder 18 I Non-Vulnerable I 

Almost Ebery Mbnth 

I NeverINo I 86% I 76% 1 75% I 73% I 
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Households with incort-~ below the poverty level are m e  likely to say that they left their holne because 
it was too hot or too cold Table IV-15C shows that 26 percent of thme with incomz below 50 percent of 
the poverty level and 23 percent of those with kcorre behwxn 51 and 100 percent of the poverty level 
said that they took this action 

N-r of Respondents 286 

Alrmst Every Month Ooh 

Table IV-15C 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 

Due to Not Having Enough 1\/zoney for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
By Poverty c-;rouP 

673 557 3 12 

2% 1% 2% 
.--- 

~ 

1 or 2 Months 

Never I No 

14% 11% 9% 6% 
74% 77yo 84% 86% 

Households s o m b  take the dangrous action of using their kitchen oven or stove to provide heat 
when they cannot afford their energy bill. Table IV-16A shows that one third of respondents said that 
they took this action chning the past year. 

Almost Every Month 

SomeMonths 

Table IV-16A 
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not 

Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 

2% 
15% 

I I PercentofRespondents I 

~~ 

Don’t Know 4 %  
I NeverlNo I 67% I 

Table IV-16B shows that households without vdnerable nmnkrs were mDst likely to report that they 
took this action Forty-six percent of these households said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for 
heat in the past year. 

Table N-16B 
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not 

Having Enough mney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 

Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vdnerable 

Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Almost Every Month 

Senior IXabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 

2% 2% 3% 3% 
SomeMonths 

1 or 2 Months 

I NeverINo 1 75% I 61% I 62% I 53% I 

10% 19% 17% 20% 
13% 17% 18% 23% 

Don’t Know/Refused 

Table IV-162 shows that households with inmm below 50 percent of poverty were I13Dst likely to report 
that they used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat dunng the past year. Thirty-nine percent of 
these households said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for heat in the past year. 

4 %  4 %  4 Y o  2% 

Table W-16C 
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not 

Hiiving Enough Mney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

@50% I 51-100% I 101-150% 1 >150% 

Number of Respondents 

Almost Every Month 

286 673 557 3 12 

5% 2% 1% 1 Y o  

Some Months 

1 or 2 Months 

I NeverINo 1 61% I 66% I 70?h I 73% I 

1 8y0 16% 12Yo 13% 
16% 16% 1 6% 13% 

Don’t Know 

Table IV-17 compares responses to these cpesbons between the 2003,2008, and 2009 surveys. The table 
shows that in FY 2009, respondents were less likely to close off their horns and they were less likely to 
leave their home for part of the day because they could not a o r d  their energy bill. 

0% 1 O h  (1% 4 %  

Table W-17 
Responses to the Problem 

Comparison of Survey Results 

2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 

Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 

39% 44% 36% 
25% 28% 26% 

24% 23% 20% 
31% 33% 33% 

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level fkom2003 and 2008 are underlined. 
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Problems Meeting hergy Needs 

Almost Every Month 

Sonm Months 

1 or 2 Months 

D. Inability to Pay Enagy Bilk 

11% 
21% 
17% 

Respondents were asked several cpestions about the inability to pay their h m  energy bill. Table IV- 
18A shows that 49 percent of respondents said that they skipped paying or paid less than their entire 
holne energy bill during the past year due to not having enoqjh m e y  to pay the bill. 

Number of Resmndents 

Table IV-18A 
SkiPpedPayingorPaidLessthanEntireHomeEnergyBill 

Due to Not Having Enough mney for the Energy Bill During Past Year 

Senior Disabled Child Under 18 NowVulnerable 

757 788 778 152 

I I PercentofRespondents I 

Almost Every mnth 

Sonm Months 

1 or 2 Months 

6% 12% 15% 9% 
13% 19% 30% 27yo 
12% 18% 20% 21% 

I Never/No I 50% I 

Don’t Know&fused 

Table IV-18B shows that households with children were rm& likely to say that they skipped paying their 
horn energy bill. Sixty-five percent of households with children said tbat they skipped paying their 
horns energy bill. 

4% 1% 1% o?? 

Table IV-18B 
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill 

Due to Not Having Enough Nney for the Energy Bill Durhg Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 

I Never/No I 68% I 51% I 34% 1 43% I 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Some Months 29% 
1 or 2 Months 21% 

Table IV-18C 
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill 

Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

21% 17% 1 7% 
16% 18% 14% 

I Poverty Level I 

Don’t Know I Refused 

I 040% I 51-100% I 101-150% I >150%0 I 

4 %  4 %  4% (1% 

Almost Every Mhnth 

Don’t Know 4% 

I NeverINo I 37% I 51% I 57% I 55% 1 

Number of Respondents 

Almost Every Month 

757 788 778 1 52 

2% 5% 8% 6% 

Respondents were asked whether they received a notice or threat to disarmed or discontinue their 
electricity or honx heating fuel & to not having enough mney for the energy bill the past year. 
The table shows that 35 percent said that they received a notice or threat. 

Sorm Months 

1 or 2 Months 

Table IV-19A 
Received Notice or Weat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home 

Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 

6Yo 14% 16% 14% 

10% 19% 25% 16% 

Some Months 12Yo 

I Never/No I 64% I 

Table IV-19B shows the percent who received a theat of service t d o n  by vulnerable groq. ?he 
table shows that households with children were rmst likely to face this problem Nearly half of these 
households received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their service in the past year. 

Table IV-19B 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home 

Heating Fuel Due to Not mving Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 

I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 

I iuever/~o I 81% I 62% I 50% I 64% I 



Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Don’t Know 

Senior Disabled childunder18 NomVulnerable 

o?? 4% (1% 0% 

Table IV-1% shows that households with incom below 50 percent of poverty were mxt likely to report 
that they received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontime their electricity or hoIzle heating fuel. 
The table shows that 44 percent of these households said that they faced this problem in the past year. 

MrmberofRespondents 

Table W-lX 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home 

Hkating Fuel Due to Not I-Iaving Enough Wney for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

0-9% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 

286 673 557 312 

Almost Every Month 

Some Months 

8% 6% 3% 6% 

14% 13% 9% 12Yo 

I Never/~o I 56% I 62% I 73% I 68% I 
~ 

Don’t Know / Refused 
~~ 

(1% 0% 4 %  1% 

Table IV-20A shows that nine percent of respondents had their electricity shut off due to nonpayIllent, 
seven percent hadtheir gas service shut o a  and 12 percent had one ofthe two shut off dunng the past 
Year. 

Electricity or Gas 

Table IV-20A 
utility Service Was Shut OffDue to Nonpayment During the Past Year 

I PercentofResDondents I 

12% 

I Electricity I 9% I 

Table IV-20B displays the percent that had their utility service shut off by vulnerable group. The table 
shows that households with children mere nmst likely to fBce these problems. Eghteen percent of 
households with children had their electricity or gas shut off due to nonpayment in the past year. 
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R-oblems Meeting Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Electricitv 

Table IV-20B 
utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

I Senior I Disabled 1 Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 
757 788 778 152 

2% 9% 13% 9% 
~~~~~ 

Electricity or Gas 

Gas I 3% I 8% I lo?? I 9% I 

1 8% 14% 8% 6Yo 

Electricity or Gas I 5% I 15% I 18% I 12% I 

Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 

Gas or Electric Sewice Disco&inued 

Table JY-2OC displays the percent of households who had utility service terminated by poverty group. 
The table shows that the lower poverty level households were nmt likely to have had their service 
terminated. Eghteen percent of households with in- below 50 percent of the poverty level had their 
service terminated in the past year. 

11% 
11% 

Table IV-20C 
utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 

By Poverty Group 

Any of the Thee Reasons 

I Poverty Level I 

27% 

I 0% 1 51-100% 1 101-150% I >150% I 
I NumberofRespondents I 286 I 673 I 557 1 312 I 
I Elettricitv 

Table IV-21A show the percent of households who were unable to use their nrlin source of heat chnvlg 
the past year. ?he table shows that 13 percent were unable to use their & source of heat due to the 
system being broken, 11 percent ctue to an inability to pay for a fuel deliveq, and 11 percent due to an 
electric or gas service termination 

Table IV-21A 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year 

I Percent of Respondents 

Table JY-21B %lays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to use their rrrain source 
of heat during the past year by vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children were 
mst likely to face this problem ?hirty-six percent of households with children could not use their nrlin 
source of heat chrnng the past year became their heatmg systemwns broken, they were unable to pay for a 
fuel delivery, or their gas or electric service was discontinued due to nonpaymmt. 
NEADANabonal Energy Assistance Sutvey Report Page4 
Ppr 2010 



Roblems Meeting Energy Needs 

Gas orElectric ServiceDiscontinued 

Any of the Three Reasons 

Table IV-2lB 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

5% 13% 17% 9% 

19% 31% 36% 27% 

Unable to Pay for Fuel Mvery 

Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 

Any of the Three Reasons 

Table N-21C displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their source of heat 
chning the past year by poverty group. The table shows that households with inare below the poverty 
level were mxt likely to face this problem Xmty percent of households with inare below the poverty 
level were unable to use their source of heat at some point during the past year. 

11% 11% 9% 14% 
15% 13% 7% 7% 

30% 300A 21% 25% 

Table IV-21C 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year 

By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

&XI% I 51-10@40 I 101-1500% I >I%% 

Air Conditioner Broken 

Electric ServiceDiscontinued 

Percent of Respondents 

12% 
80A 

Table IV-22A displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air conditioner dut-irg the 
past year because it was broken or they had their electric service discontinued for nonpyrrmt. The table 
shows that 12 percent could not use their air conditioner because it was broken and ei& percent could 
not use it because their electric service was discontinued Seventeen percent could not use their air 
conditioner for one of these two reasons. 

Fither Reason 

Table IV-22A 
Unable to Use Air conditioner During the Past Year 

17% 

Table N-22B -lays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air conditioner in the past 
year by vulnerable group. The table show that households with disabled rnmbers and households with 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Air conditioner Broken 

children were m t  likely to face this problem Twenty-one percent of both of these groups were unable 
to use their air conditioner at sore point dumg the past year because it was broken or their electric 
service was discontjnd farnorrpQqment. 

757 788 778 152 

8% 15% 13% 11% 

Table IV-22B 
Unable to Use Air conditioner During the Past Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

Electric ServiceDiscontinued 

Either Reason 

I I Senior I Disabled I ChildUnder18 1 Non-Vulnerable I 

4% 11% 11% 7% 

11% 21% 21% 15% 

Number of ResDondents 

Poverty Level 

@5o% 51-100% 101-150°/o >150°/o 

286 673 557 3 12 

Table IV-22C %lays the percent of households who were unable to use their air conditioner during the 
past year by poverty group. ?he table shows that households in the lower poverty group were IT1ost 
likely to face this problem Twenty-five percent of households with incore below 50 pacent of poverty 
were unable to use their air conditioner at somz point during the past year. 

Air Conditioner Broken 

Electric Service Discontinued 

Table IV-22C 
Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year 

By Poverty Group 

18% 11% 10% 9% 

12% 8% 5% 3% 

I EiitherReason I 25% I 16% I 13% I 11% I 

Table IV-23A displays the percent of respondents who had to go without showers due to lack of hot 
water, had to go without hot I1-Eals due to lack of coolung fuel, or had to use candles or lanterns due to 
lack of lights. The table show that seven to ten percent of respondents faced these problems. 

Table IV-23A 
Had to Go Without Showers7 Hot Mds ,  or Lights During the Past Year 

I I Percent of Respondents I 
Had to Go Without Showers or 
Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 
Had to Go Without Hot rv%als Due 

Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due 
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Problems Meeting b g y  Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Table N-23B displays the percent of respondents who had to go without showers, hot &, or 
lights dunng the past year by vulnerable group. The table shows that households with children 
and households without vulnerable r n x r k - s  were ITlost likely to face these prob1en-s. 

Poverty Level 

@50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 

286 673 557 312 

Table IV-23B 
Hiad to Go Wthout Showers, Hot 14.3eals, or Lights During the Past Year 

ByVulnerable Group 

Ehd to Go Wthout Showers or 
Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 
Ilad to Go Wthout Hot M d s  Due 
to Lackof Cooking Fuel 
Ilad to Use Candles or Lanterns 
Due to Lack of Lights 

I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 

14yo 11% 5% 1W/o 

8% 3% 6% 12yo 

14% 9% 5% 5% 

Table N-ZC displays the percent of households who M these problem by poverty goup. ?he table 
shows that households in the lower poverty group are nmst likely to face these problens. 

Gas 
Electricitv or Gas 

Table IV-23C 
ItEad to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year 

BY poverty Group 

1% 
2% 

Table IV-24A displays the percent of respondents wbo had their utility service shut off at the tirrX: of the 
survey. The table shows that two percent of respondents had their electricity or gas shut ofE 

Table IV-24A 
k t y  Service Shut O€f at Ti of Survey 

I 1 PercentofRapondents I 

Table IV-24B shows that three percent of households without vulnerable rmdxz-s had their electricity or 
gas service shut off at the time of the survey. 



Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Ekdricity 

Table IV-24B 
utility Service Shut off at T i  of Survey 

By Vulnerable Group 

I Senior I Disabled I Childunder 18 I Non-Vulnerable 1 

286 673 557 3 12 

(1 Y o  1% 4 Y o  o?? 

Number of Respondents 778 I 152 I 

Qectricity or Gas 

Electricity (1 Yo 1% 1% 0% 
Gas 1 O? 1 O h  2% 3% 

~ ~~ ~ ~ 

2% 2% 1 Y o  4% 

Electricity or Gas 2% I 3% I 

Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home €hew Bill 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue 
Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 
Electricitv Shut off Due to Nonmvment 

Table lV-24c shows that lower poverty group households are not sigixbntly m e  likely to have their 
a t y  service shut off at the tirne of the survey. 

52% 47% 50% 

38% 37% 36% 

8% 9% 9% 

Table IV-24C 
utility Service Shut off at T i  of Survey 

By Poverty Group 

U O  

1oo/o 

11% 

Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for &pair or 
Replacement 
unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable to Pay for a 
Fuel Delivery 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Bemuse utility Company 
Discontinued Gas or Electric Senice Due to Nonpaymnt 

Poverty Level 

@%Oh I 51-100% I 101-150% I >1%% 

13% 13% 

13% 11% 

13% 11% 

I 2% I 1% I 1% I 4 %  I I -  

Table IV-25 cofnpares the responses about service dmuptians across the 2003,2008, and 2009 surveys. 
The table shows that of the rates are higher in 2009 than in 2003, but there has not been an increase 
in these problens in the past year. 

Table IV-25 
Inability to Pay Energy Bills During Past Year 

Comparison of Survey Results 
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I 8% 7% 8% l%d to me Candles or Lanterns Due to Lackof Iights 
Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2OO3 and 2008 are utderlind 

Did not Mi& Full Rent or Mbrtgge Payment 

?his section examines housing problems that respondents have fBced in the past five years due to 
unaEordab1e energy bills. Table IV-26A shows that 3 1 percent skipped a &gage pyrrmt, five percent 
were evicted, four percent had a -gage foreClosure, twelve percent mved in mith fiiends or f d y ,  
and three percent mved into a shelter or were horneless. 

_____ 

Percent of Respondents 

31% 

Table IV-26A 
Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 

~ 

f i v e d  in Wth Mends or Fanily 

Moved into Shelter or Was Hodess 

12% 
3% 

1 Had MortEe Foreclosure I 4% I 

Number of Respondents 

~ ~ ~ 

Senior Disabled Childunder18 Non-Vulnerable 

757 788 778 152 

Table IV-26B displays the results by vulnerable goup. ?he table shows that households with children 
were most likely to face these problems. Forty-five percent of these households skipped a mxtgage 
paymmc eight percent mere evicted, and 17 percent mved in with f?iends or f d y .  

Did not Mike Full Rent or Mortg-ue Payment 16% 

Table IV-26B 
Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 

By Vdnerable Group 

~~~~ 

32% 45% 39% 
Evicted fmmHome or Aparhmnt 

Had Mortgage Foreclosure 

Moved in Wth Fkiends or Fanily 

~- 

3% 5% 8% 3% 

2% 4% 6% 2% 
6% 12% 17% 15% 

I mved into shelter or was ~omeless I 1% I 4% I 5% I 3% I 



Pr&lems W i n g  Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Did not Make Full Rent or Mor&%-e Payment 

Table W-262 %lays the results by poverty group. The table shows that the lowest poverty group was 
mst likely to face these problem. 

286 673 557 312 

38% 35% 23% 28% 

Table N-26C 
Housing Problems Due to Energy IBiUs in the Past Five Years 

By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

@50% 1 51-100% I 101-150% I >150% 

Evicted fromHome or Apoutrnent 
Had Mmtgage Foreclosure 
Moved in Wth Friends or Family 

8% 5% 3% 6% 
6% 3% 3% 4% 

20% 13% 6% lO?h 

~ ~~ 

Number of Respondents 

Did not Make FUll Rent or iWrtgwe Pa-nt 

I Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless I 5% I 3% I 3% I 2% I 

826 990 
27yo 36% 

Table IV-26D displays the percent of respondents with housing problens by whether or not they o m  
their horn. B e  table shows that respcmdents who do not o m  their h o r n  were m e  likely to face these 
problem. 

~~ ~~ 

Evicted from Home or Apartment 
Had M6rtgge Foreclosure 

Table IV-26D 
Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 

By Home Ownemhip 

3% 7% 
4% 3% 

~ ~~~~~ 

MDved into Shelter or Was Homeless 1% 6% 1 
I NLoved in Wth Friends or Family I 7% I 16% I 

Table IV-27 c o m e s  results with respect to housing problems from the 2003,2008, and 2009 surveys. 
The table shows that sonr: of the housing problem have becorm sornmhat m e  prevalent since the 
2003 survey. 

Table IV-27 
Housing Problems During Past Five Years 

Comparison of Survey Results 

2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 

Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

2003sUrvey 2008survey 2009Survey 
~ 

Evicted hmHome or Apartnmnt 4% 4% 5% 
Moved in with Friends or Fanily 

Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 

- 9% 11% Z O  

4% 3% 3% 

?his section examines financial problerm that riqmmhts faced in the past five years due to their energy 
bills. Table IV-28A shows that 17 percent reported that they took out a payday loan and two percent 
reported that they filed for bankruptcy. 

~ ~ 

Payday Loan 

Table IV-28A 
FmciaI Problems Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Years 

1 7% 
I I PercentofF&spondents I 

Number of Respondents 

Senior -led Childunder18 Non-Vulnerable 

757 788 778 152 

Table N-28B displays the percent of respondents who had financial problem in the past five years due to 
unafEordab1e energy bills by vulnerable group. The table show that households without vulnemble 
~TI~XTS vere most likely to report that they obtained a payday loan. 

Payday Loan 9% 

Table IV-28B 
FlnanciaI Problems Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Years 
By Vulnerable c$.oup 

---- 
17% 23% 27% 

Table IV-28C displays the percent of respondents who had financial problems in the past five years clue to 
unafIbdable energy bills by poverty level. The table shows that households with incmr~ below 50 
percent of the poverty level were fl3Dst likely to report that they obtained a payday loan 
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problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

Table IV-28C 
Fmancial Problems Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Years 
By Poverty Group 

757 I 788 I 778 I 152 

I Poverty Level I 

Went-Without Food for at 
Least One Day 

This d o n  examines the d c a l  and health problerm that respondents faced in the past five years clue 
to unaffordable energy bills. Table IV-29A shows that 30 percent went without food for at least one day, 
41 percent went without d c a l  or dental care, 33 percent did not fill a presaiption or took less than 
their full dose of prescribed d c a t i o n ,  and 22 percent were unable to pay their enera bill due to 
rdicalexpznses. 

Table IV-29A 
Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Years 

36% 33% 49% 20% 

Percent of Respondents 

30% Went Without Food for at 
Least One Day 
Went Without Medical or 
Dental Care 
Didn't Fa Prescription or 
Took Less Than Full Dose 
Unable to Pay Energy Biu 
DuetoMedical~nses 

41% 

33% 

22% 

Table W-29B examines rnedical and health problem by vulnerable group. The table shows that 
households without vulnerable r n x d x r s  are rmst likely to go without food and to go without d c a l  or 
dental care. Alrmst three quarters of this group said@ they went without d c a l  or dental care in the 
past five years. 

Table IV-29B 
Mdical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Years 
By Vulnerable Group 

Child Non- I %Nor 1 Disabled 1 under18 1 Vulnerable 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

23% unable to Pay Energy Bill 
Due to Medical 33xpenses 

Senior 

41% 45% 72% 

Didn’t Fd Prescription or 
Tnnk T PTC Than Wid1 T h w  

23% 20% 25% 

28% 26% 24% Unable to Pay Energy Bill 
Due to Medical Expenses 16% 

Table IV-29C displays responses to q y s t k m ~  about lnedical and healtb problm by poverty group. ?he 
table shows that there is not a strong relationship between poverty level and the presence of these 
problem. 

Table IV-29C 
Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Years 
By Poverty Group 

Poverty -el 

@50% I 51-100% I 101-150°/o I >150°h 

I NumberofRespondents I 286 I 673 I 557 I 312 I 

Table IV-30A displays the percent of respondents who didn’t take prescribed d d o n  by the presence 
of a serious deal conditim The table shows that 37 percent of households with a serious nxdkal 
condition skipped taking their prescription d c a t i q  corned to 16 percent without a serious rrd.ical 
COnditiOn. 

Table IV-WA 
Didn’t Ffl Prescription or TookLess Than the Full Dose of 

prescribed Medicine Due to Ehergy Bills 
In the Past Five Years 

By Presence of Serious lVkdical conditions 

MedicaI Condition R/ledical Condition 

I 63% I 84% I 
I I I J 



Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Don’t Know/ No Answer 

Table IV-30B displays the percent of respondents who skipped taking prescription &cation by the 
presence of necessary medical equiprrmt that uses electricity. ?he table shows that 45 peat of those 
with d c a l  equipment skipped takmg their medication, coxpared to 29 percent without the eguipll-Ent. 

4% 4 %  

Table IV-3OB 
Didn’t Ffl Prescription or Took Less l b n  the Full Dose of 

Prescribed Medicine due to Energy Bills 
In the Past Five Years 

By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity 

Number of Respondents 

Yes 

I 55% I 70% I 

Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Ehpenses 

Medical Condition Medical Condition 
1,509 307 

25% 9% 

Household Member with Serious No Household Member Wth Serious 

No 

Don’t Know/ No Ansvver 

Table IV-3 1A displays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to pay their energy bill 
due to medical expxes by the presence of a serious rnedical condition The table shows that 25 percent 
of those with a serious medical condition m e  unable to pay their energy bill and nine percent without a 
serious d c a l  condition were unable to pay their enerw bill due to medical expenses. 

~~ 

74% 89% 

1 Y o  2% 

Table IV-31A 
Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Midial Expenses 

In the Past Five Years 
By Presence of Serious R/lectal conditions 

Table IV-3 1B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they were unable to pay their energy 
bill due to d c a l  expenses by the presence of rnedical equiprrmt that uses electricity. ?he table shorn 
that 34 percent of those with &cal eqyiprxnt said they were unable to pay their energy bill and 19 
percent without mAical equiprrent said they were unable to pay their energy bill due to medical 
expenses. 
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F’roblems Meeting Energy Needs 

Home Was Too Cold 

Table JS7-3lB 
Unable to Pay Ehergy Bill due to Medical Expenses 

In the Past Five Years 
By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity 

Becum Sick and 
Needed to Go to the 
Doctor or Hospital 

l3eca-m Sick 

25% 17% 

I 65% I 81% I 
I Don’tKnow/NoAnswer I 2% I 4% I 

Table W-32A displays the percent of respondents who becaxr~ sick and needed to go to the doctor or 
hospital because the hoxe uas too cold The table shows that 17 percent becarre sick and needed to go to 
the doctor or hospital because the holne was too cold, and three percent becarre sick and needed to go to 
the doctor or hospital because the h m  was too hot. 

Table IV-32A 
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home 71as Too cold or Too Hot 

In the Past Five Years 

1 Horn Was Too Hot I 4 y o  I 3% I 
Table IV-323 displays the percent who becanr= sick and needed to go to the doctor or hospital because 
the horn was too cold by vulnemble g o q .  Tne table shows that households without vulnerable 
m m h r s  mere 11106t likely to becoI17e sick, but that households with disabled rreders, households with 
children and households with no vulnerable mm-bers were Illest likely to bmzme sick and need to go to 
the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold 

Table IV-32B 
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home 71as Too cold 

In the Past Five Years 
By Vulnerable Group 

I Senior I Disabled I Qlildunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 

Table W-32C -lays the percent of respondents with a serious medical condition who got sick because 
the hollE was too hot or too cold and need to go to the doctor or hqital. The table shows that 26 percent 
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Problems W i n g  Energy Needs 

Number of Respondents 

YeS 

of respondents with a serious lnedical condition became sick because their horn uas too hot or too cold 
and 18 psrcent needed to go to a doctor or to the hospital  LE to this illness. 

1,509 1,509 

26% 1 8Yo 

Table IV-51 
Household Mlember With Allergies, Asthma, Ehphysema, or CDPD, 

High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke 
Got Sick Because the Household was Too Hot or Too Cold 

and Needed to Go to the Doctor or Hospital 
In the Past Year 

Don’t Know 

Did not Become Sick 

Needed to Go to the I €kcarmsick 1 DoctororHospital 1 

(1 Y o  0% 

- 74% 

I No I 74% I 8% I 

Table W-33 displays the percent of respondents who beczm sick and needed to go to the doctor or 
hospital because the home uas too hot or too cold in the 2003,2008, and 2009 surveys. The table shows 
that the percentage who faced these problem vcas approxim&ely the sanx in all thre surveys. 

Table IV-33 
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot or Too Cold 

And Had to Go to the Hospital in the Past Five Years 
Comparison of Survey Results 

2009 
Needed to Go 

Bearm Sick to the Doctor 
or Hospital 

1,828 

26% 18% 

Table W-MA compares the percent of respondents with seniors in the household who had medical and 
health problem in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows that a few of 
the indicators were higher than in the 2003 survey. 
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Problems Meeting Energy Needs 

Did Not Fill Presdption or TookLess lbn Full Dose 

Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medid Esrpenses 

m Sick Because Iiome was Too Cold 

Table IV-34A 
i'Wdical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 

Comparison of Survey Results 
By Vulnerable Goup - Senior Mkmber in Household 

m0 - 31% 26% 
16% 15% 16% 

11% 15% 15% 

1 Went Without Medical or Dental Care I 29% I 32% I 29% I 

Did Not Fa prescription or Took Less lbn Fid Dose 

Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Mcd Expense 

Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 

32% 42yo 40% 
19% 26Y0 28% 
29% 26% 28% 

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level f?om 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 

Table IV-34B compares the percent of respondents with disabled household n - m t h r s  who had d c a l  
and health problem in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows that a 
few of the indicatm were fiber than in the 2003 survey. 

Table lV-34B 
R'ledical and Health Problems During the Past Rve Years 

Conparison of Survey Results 
By Vulnerable Group -Disabled R.lember in Household 

Went Without Food for At Least One Day 

I went Without -4 or Dental care I 39% I 44% 1 41% I 

I €kcarm Sick Because Home was Too Hot I 7% I 9% I 7% I 
Note: 2009 statistidy significant diI3krexes at the 95% level fi-om 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 

Table IV-34C CQ- the percent of respndents with children mho had IlEdical and health problem in 
the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows that a few of the indicators were 
higher than in the 2003 survey. 
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problems W i n g  Energy Needs 

Number of Resmndents 

Table IV-34C 
Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 

Comparison of Survey Results 
By Vulnerable Group - Child Under 18 in Household 

2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 

919 503 778 

Went Without Food for At Least One Day 

Went Without Medical or Dental Care 
28% 36% 33% 
m0 48% -0 

I DidNotFflPrescnptionorTookLess’ThanMDose 1 34% I 42% I 37% 1 
Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 24% 28% 26% 
Became Sick Because Home was Too cold 

Becarrp Sick Because Home was Too Hot 

Table IV-34D compares the percent of respondents with no vulnerable household mnbers who had 
d c a l  and health problens in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey. The table shows 
that a few of the indicators were higher than in the 2003 and 2008 surveys. Households with no 
vulnemble rmxbers appear to have had the greatest incrw in these problem since last year. 

24% 28% 31% 
E O  _. 8% - 4% 

Table IV-34D 
Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 

Comparison of Survey Results 
By Vulnerable Group -No Vulnerable IVkmbers in Household 

1 2003Survev I 2008Survev 1 2009Survev I 
Number of Respondents 476 

Went Wthout Food for At Least One Day N O  

87 152 
~ 
~ 

32% 49% 
1 Went Without Medical or Dental Care I 49% 1 65% 1 72% I 

Did Not Ffl Prescription or Took Less ’Than Full Dose 38% 47% 40% 

Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 
Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 

1  YO 13% 24% 
21% B O  38% 

NWANat~onal Energy Assistance Survey Report 
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TheNeedforUHEAP 

Number of Remondents 

?his Section exarnines the history of LEEAP receipt, a t y  bill pa- problems and paymmt 
arrangements, and the importance of LMEAP in helping recipients m t  their needs. 

Senior Disabled child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 

757 788 778 1 52 

Respondents were asked &ether they had received LMEAP benefits in the year prior to d e  survey. 
Since the survey -le was drawn fim state LMEAP databases of past year L;MEAp recipients, all 
respondents received LJ" in the past year. However, because LMEAp is often paid directly on the 
household's utility bill, respondents are often not a m  that they received these benefits. Table V-1A 
showthatonly86percent oftherespondentsrepOrteitthattheyhadreceivedLMEApinthepastyear. 

YeS 

No 

Ikn't Know/ Refused 

Table V-LA 
Received LmEAP During Past Year8 

83% 85% 87% 89% 

13% 12% 10?? 8% 

4% 3% 2% 3% 

Percent of Respondents 

12% 

Table V-1B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LMEAP dunng the past 
year by vulnerable group. Households with no vulnerable I1.lembers were rm~re likely than som of the 
other groups to report that they received LEEAP, perhaps because they are less likely to have received 
thesebenefits auto&dytht-ougbparhcipation in anotherprop.m 

Table V-1s 
Received LEIEXP I)uring Past Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

Table V-1C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LEEAP in the past year 
by poverty level. ?he table show that all poverty groups have the sa~ne likelihood of being aware of 
benefit receipt. 

* Interviewers used the nana= for the w p r o m  particular to the state of the recipient interviewxi, E the 
respondent WIS initially confused or did not recaU the program based on the state-designated m, intewiem 
were trained to assist their m r y  by clscrilnng energy assistance benefits, and using the term en= assistance 
throughout the survey instead of the statedesignated LMEAp name. 
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Table V-1C 
Received LIHEAP During Past Year 

By Poverty Level 

Number of Respondents 

Y e  

286 673 557 3 12 

86% 86% 86% 85% 

I No I '12% I 12% I ,11% I 12% I 
Don't Know I Refused 2O/0  2% 4% 3% 

Respondents were asked to report the nurdxr of times in the past five years that they received LI". 
Table V-2A shows that about one quarter said they only received benefits in one of the past five years, 
and about one quarter said that they received benefits in each of the past five years. 

5 

Don't Know I Re- 

Table V-2A 
Number of Years Received LIHEAP in the Past Five Years 

25% 
8% 

Percent of Respondents Number of Years 
Received LIHEAP 

Number of Resaondents 

11 

Senior IXSabled Child Under 18 Non-Vdnerable 

757 788 778 152 

26% 

1 

2 

12 

22% 21% 30% 44% 

13% 18% 22% 20% 

1 8% I 

4 

5 

15% 

8% 8% 8% 6Yo 
31% 29% 1 9% 16% 

8% 

Table V-2B +lays the number of years that respondents reported they received LTHEAp by vulnerable 
group. The table shows that households without vulnerable mmbcrs are mxt likely to report that they 
only received benefits in one of the past five years and are least likely to report that they received 
LMEAP in each of the past five years. These households appear to be m e  likely to be facing terrJ?orary 
financial problerm. 

Table V-2B 
Number of Years Received LElEAP 

In the Past Five Years 
By Vulnerable Group 

W A  National Energy Assistance Survey Report 
Apnl2010 



I I Senior I Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable 1 
Don’t Know/ Refused 10?? go? 7% 3% 

Table V-2C displays the nuxrber of years that respondents reported they received IJHEAP by poverty 
p u p .  ‘Ihe table shows that households with inc0rne below 50 percent of poverty and households with 
inmm above 150 percent of poverty were 1M)s2 likely to report that they received IJHEAP in only one of 
the past five years. 

Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 

1 34% 20036 28% MY0 
~ - ~ ~ -  

Table V-2C 
Number of Years Received LIHEAp In the Past Five Years 

By Poverty Group 

Poverty Level 

@%YO I 51-100% I 101-1%% 1 >1%% 

~ ~ 

4 7% 8% 9% 6% 
5 20% 30% 25% 18% 

YeS 

No 

Percent of Respondents 

88% 

9% 

Respondents were asked whether they applied or planned to apply for LMEAP in the current year. The 
table shows that 88 percent reported that they did so. 

Table V-3A 
Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 

Table V-3B shows that households with disabled r rmdxrs are rmst likely to report that they Sgrplied or 
plan to apply for LMEAP in the current year. 



TheNeedforUHEAP 

Number of Respondents 757 

YeS 89% 

Table V-3B 
Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 

By Vulnerable Group 

I Senior 1 Disabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 
788 778 I 52 

91% 86% 86% 
---- 

Don't Know 

I 7% I 7% I 10% I 14% 1 

3% 3% 3% 4% 

Table V-3C shows that households between 50 and 150 percent of the poverty level are IIlost likely to 
report that they applied or plan to apply for LMEAP this year. 

Recalled Receipt of LEmw 
Percent That Reported They Received 
LIHEAP in Each of the Past Five Years 
Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 

Table V-3C 
Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 

By Poverty Group 

84% 86% 86% 

21% 26% 25% 

83% 88% E O  

~ ~~ 

Poverty Level 

0 - 5 0 O / 0  I 51-100% I 101-150% 1 >150% 

Table V-4 conpares infonrraon abo& L/IHEAp receipt in the 2003,2008 and 2009 suryeys. The table 
shows that respondents in 2009 were sonm&at m e  likely than in 2003 to report that they received 
L;MEAp in each of the past five years and to report that they applied ar plan to apply for l2" this 
Y W -  

Table V-4 
LTHEAP Receipt 

comparison of Survey Results 

This section examines respondents' need for utility p a m t  amngenxnts and resources 
available to assist them in preventing service termination. Table V-5 shows that 51 percent of 
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TheNeedforUHEAP 

YeS 

No 

Don't Know 

respondents tried to wak out a p a w  arrangerrmt in the past year, and 86 percent of those 
who tried to work out a paymat arrangement were able to do so. 

50% 72% 56% 79% 
-0 25% 43% 18% 
2% 4% 1% 3% 

Table V-5 
Paylnent Arrangemnt with Gas or Electric Company 

In the Past Year 

II 2008 Survey 

Note: 2009 statistidy significant diffaences at the 95% lev 

48% I 14% 
1% 1% 

fi-om2003 and2008 aremderlined. 

Table V-6 shows that 56 percent of -dents who tried to &e a paynxnt arrargement contacted a 
fuel fimd or social services agency for assistance, and 79 percent of those who applied for assistance 
received some form of assistance. Respondents were rrme likely to apply and received assistance in F Y  
2009 than inthe previous year. 

Table V-6 
contacted a Fuel Fund or social Services Agency for Assistance 

When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 

n 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 
Fuel Fund or Social Fuel Fund or Social 

Table V-7 shm that 70 percent who tried to work out a p a w  arrangerrent with their utility applied 
for assistance -fiwn LEEAP and 82 percent of those who applied for LEEAP assistance received 
LMEAP assistance. 7 3 s  is an increase fi-omthe previous year &en only 75 percent of those who tried 
to work out a pa-t anangerrent and applied for LEEAP assistance received that assistance. 
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The Need for UHEAP 

______~  

Number of 
Respondents 
Yes 

Table V-7 
4plied for Assistance from LzHEAp 

W e n  Tried to Work Out a Payrmnt Arrangement with Gas or Electric Conpany 

______ 

Applied for Assistance Received Assistance Applied for Assistance Received Assistance 
from LTHEAP fromLIHEAP fkomLElEAF' from Ll" 

682 458 976 

67% 75% 70% E O  

II 2008 Survey I 2009 Survey II 

~ 

Don't Know 4% 2% 3% 2% U 
No II 29% I 22% I 27% I 16% It 

Number of ResDondents 11 43 1 688 

Table V-8 shows that 61 pxcent of those who tried to work out a pa-t arrangemat received 
assistance that sufficient to prevent service termhation, 73 percent of those who applied for 
assistance received assistance that uas d c i e n t  to prevent service termhation, and 86 percent of those 
who received assistance obtained assistance that uas sufficient to prevent service termbation. 

Table V-8 
Assistance fiomLIHEAP or Social Services Was 

Sufficient to Prevent Termination of Gas or Electric Service 

I Tried to Work Out Pa-nt Arrangement 
~~~ - 

61% 
Number of Respondents 682 
LIHEAp Was Sufficient MY0 

Applied for Assistance 

Number of Reswndents 11 541 0 794 

69% I 

I LIHEXPW~~ sufficient 11 87% II 86% I 

C ProbZm that WoztHinte Beaz F'in theAbsemx of U" 

Respondents who said that they did not face sorn problerns with their energy bills were asled whether 
they felt they would have faced such problens if LMEAP assistance had not been available. Table V-9 
shorn that 76 percent said they would have worried about their energy bill if LMEAP had not been 
adable, 64 percent said they would have had to keep their horn at an d e  or unhealthy tempaatwe 
if LMEAP assistance had not been available, and 53 percent said they would have had their electricity or 
horn heating fuel discontind if LMEAP assistance had not been available. 
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1,392 

1,555 

Kept Horn at Unsafe or 

€W Electricity or How 
Hea-0 Fuel Discontinued 

unhealthy hvels 

Table V-9 
If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Problems that May IEave Been Faced 

Womed About Paying Kept Horn at unsafe or Had Electricity or Horn 
HomeEneqyBill unhealthy Tempemture Heating Fuel Discontinued 

Number of Respondents 389 1,134 1,175 

- 54% 761 63% 1,134 @&O 

-0 845 B O  1,175 53% 

YeS 76% 6 4 Y O  53% 
No 23% 41% 

1,392 

1,555 

Kept Horn at Unsafe or 

€W Electricity or How 
Hea-0 Fuel Discontinued 

unhealthy hvels 

Table V-10 corrpm responses b u t  problems that would have been fked in the absence of LEE" 
between 2003,2008, and 2009. The table show that r e s p o n a  were rmxe than in 2009 than in 2003 to 
say that they would have faced these problems. 

- 54% 761 63% 1,134 @&O 

-0 845 B O  1,175 53% 

Table V-10 
If IJEECAP Had Not Been Available, Problem that May Ehve Been F a d  

Comparison of Survey Results 

YeS 

L!-!! 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey I 

Restored Heat Due to Shutoff Restored Heat Due to Broken Equipment 

2008 2009 2008 2009 

12% 12% - 9% - 7% 

Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level fimn 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 

R e q x m a  were asked whether Ll" helped to restore heat due to shutoff or broken equipment. 
7he table show that 12 percent said that LMEAP restored heat due to a s u o f f  and seven per& said 
that LMEAP restoredheat due to broken equipnmt. 

Table V-11 
LI" Helped to Restore Heat Due to Shutoff or Broken Equipment 

Note: 2009 statistically significant Mkrences at the 95% level h m  2OO8 are underlined. 
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Number of Respondents 

Very Important 

SomewhatImportant 

OfIittleImportance 

Not At All Important 

Respondents were asked to report how mprtant LMEAP was in helpkw thm to nxet their needs. 
Table V-12A shows that 93 percent of respondents said that LMEAP was v q  important, an increase 
over the previous surveys. 

~~~~ 

2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 

957 1,082 1,537 

74% m0 93% 
6% - 8% __ 5% 
- 3% 1% - 1% 
1% 1% (1% 

Table V-12A 
Importance of LIHEAP 

4 Y o  Don’t Know / Refused 4 Y o  I 1 O h  

SomewhatImportant 

OfIittle Importance 

Not At AU Important 

Table V-12B shows that households with disabled nxmbers were I13ost likely to say that LEEAP w& 
very mprtant in helping thernmzet their needs. 

~ 

6% 3% 5% 4% 
1 O h  4 %  1% 4% 

4 %  (1% 0% 0% 

Table V-12B 
Importance of L;IHEAp 
By Vulnerable Group 

I Senior I JXsabled I Childunder18 I Non-Vulnerable I 

Don’t Know 

Number of Respondents 617 650 673 135 

Very Important 91% %% 93% 91% 

1% 1% 4 %  0% 

Table V-12C shows that households with incor~  below 100 percent of the poverty level were mst likely 
to say that LMEAP uas very irqortant in helping them m t  their needs. 

Table V-12C 
Importance of LlMEAp 

By Poverty CacOup 

I Poverty Level 
@50% 51-10()% 101-150% >1=% 

574 464 259 Number of Respondents 240 

Very Important 95% 95% 9 2 Y O  83% 
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TheNeedforUHEAP 

Don’t Know 1% 1% 4% 2% 
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Regional Analysis 

Number of Respondents 

?his section provides a r e g i d  analysis of so= of the i n f i d o n  that was presented in this report. 

~~~~ 

Northeast Mi- South West 

869 305 336 318 

Table VI- 1 displays the percent of respondents with children and the percent in s@e f d y  households. 
The table shows that households in the northeast are mxt likely to include children 

Percent with children 

Percent in SingleParent Households 

Table VI-1 
Presence of Children Under 18 and Singleparent Households 

BY Region 

490/0 43% 39% 46% 

18% 19% 15% 16% 

Northeast ivEawest South 

Number of Respondents 869 305 336 

West 

318 

Table VI-2 displays the poverty level of LEEAP recipients by region The table shows that households 
in the Northeast are nmst likely to have inume above 150 percent of the poverty level. 

~~ ~ 

0°/w50% 21% 1 8% 
51%100% 42% 39% 

Table VI-2 
Poverty Level 
BY w o n  

21% 23% 

51% 40% 

Number of Respondents 

Northeast Midwest South West 

869 305 336 318 

I 101%150% I 24% I 34% I 22% I 31% I 

Table VI-3 shows that recipients in the West are m t  likely to have errploymimt incorm, recipients in the 
South and West are mxt likely to have r e t i r m t  incom, recipients in the West are mmt likely to 
receive public assistance, and recipients in the South are mxt likely to receive non-cash benefits. 

Table VI-3 
Types of Income and Benefits Received 

BY Region 

NEADAMml Energy Assstam Survey Report 
Apnl2010 

Pasea 



Regional Analysis 

Number of Respondents 

Table VI4 displays the percent of respondents d o  were unerqloyed dmng the year. The table shorn 
that LDIEAP recipients in the West were rrmt likely to be unerqloyed. 

Northeast Midwest South West 

869 305 336 318 

Table VI4 
Unemployed During the Year 

BY Region 

Table VI-5 displays ~lgan pre and past-- energy burden by region. 
recipients in the West have lower en- burdens on average than those in the other regions. 

The table shows that 

TableVI-5 
MkanEhergyBurden 

BY Region 

Table VI-6 shows that recipients in the m e a s t  and in the South w e  mxt likely to report that they 
worried about payingtheir home energybill during& past year. 

Table V I 4  
Womed About Paying Home Eneqgy BiU Due to 
Not Having Enough mney for the Energg Bill 

DuringPastYear 
BY Region 



Regional Analysis 

Almost Every Month 

Sorne Months 

Northeast Midwest south West 
~~~~~ 

31% 28% 33% 3 1% 

31% 25% 28% 25% 

Never I No 

Don't Know/ Refused 

Table VI-7 shows that recipients in the South were nmst likely to report that they b o r r o w e d  from 
a &end or relative to pay their horn energy bill during the past year. Fifty-six percent of 
LMEAP recipients in the South reported that they did so. 

23% 32% 20% 27% 
4% 0% 0% 4 %  

Table VI-7 
Borrowed fi-om a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to 

Not Having Enough Money for the Eneqp BiU 
DuringPastYear 

BY Region 

Number of Fksmndents 

Northeast Midwest South West 
869 305 336 31 8 

Almost Every mnth 4% 3% 8% 5% 

Never I No 

Don't Know I Refused 

~ 

53% 63% 44% 51% 
4% 4% 4% W !  

Table VI-8 show that Ll" recipients in the West and South were nmst likely to report that they left 
their horne for part of the day because it uas too hot or too cold 

Number of Respondents 869 

Almost Every Month 1 O x 3  

Table W-8 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too cold 

Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy BiU 
-0 Past Year 

BY Region 

305 336 318 

1% 1% 2% 
~~~~ 

I I Northeast 1 Midwest I South I West I 

Some Months 

1 or 2 Months 

Never J No 

7% 7% 13% 13% 
12% 9% 10% 12% 
80% 83% 75% 73% 

Don't Know/ Refused (1% 00x3 00x3 4% 
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Regional Analysis 

Nrrmber of Remondents 

Table VI-9 shows that the percentage of respondents who reported that they used their kitchen 
oven or stove to provide heat in the past year ranged fiom 30 percent in the Midwest to 37 
percentinthew& 

Northeast Miawest South West 

869 305 336 318 

Table VI-9 
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to.Provide Heat 

Due to Not IEaving Enough Wney for the Energy Bill 
DuringPastYear 

BY Region 

Azm>st Every Nlbnth 

SorneMonths 

1 or 2 Mmths 

3% 2% 2% 4% 

15% 13% 19% 13% 

16% 15% 14OA 20?! 

Don’t Know1 %fused 
I NeverINo I 66% I 70% I 65% I 62% I 

1 Y o  4 %  0% 4% 

I Northeast I Midwest I South 

Table VI-10 shows that respondents in the West were rmst likely to report that they skipped paykg or 
paid less than their entire horn energy bill during the past year. 

West 

Table VI-10 
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Horn Energy Bill 

Due to Not €bvhg Enough Money for the Energy Bill 
DuringPastYear 

BY Region 

Never I No 

Don’t Know I %fused 

50% 54% 50% 42% 

(1 Y o  (1% 4 %  0% 

TableVI-11 showsthatrespondentsintheNortheast, South, andWestweremorelikelythanthoseinthe 
Midmest to report that they received a notice or threat to discarmect their electricity or hoxe heating fuel 
in the past year. 



Regional Analysis 

Number of Respondents 

Almost Every Month 

Some Mbnths 

1 or 2 Mbnths 

Table VI-11 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 

Due to Not I%viq Enough Mney for the Energy Bill 
DuringPastYear 

BY Region 

Northeast Midwest South west 

869 305 336 318 
~~~~~ 

5% 5% 8% 4 y o  

14% 8% 1 6% 13% 

20% 18% 15% 190? 

Don’t Know / Refused 

I NeverINo I 61% I 70% I 62% I 63% I 
4 Y o  o?? 0% 4?40 

Number of Respondents 

Electricity 

Table W-12 *lays the percent of respondents who had their electricity and gas d t y  service 
terminated dunng the past year. The table shows that there is not m h  variabion in service terminations 
by region. 

869 305 336 318 

lo?? 7% 9% 8% 

Table VI-12 
Utility Service TerninationS 

DuringPastYear 
BY w o n  

Gas 
Electricity or Gas 

7% 8% 6Yo 5% 

13% 11% 13% 11% 

Table VI-13 *lays the percent who did not &e their fld rent or nmrtgage paqment in the past five 
years. The table shows that respondents in the South were m t  likely to report this problerq and 
respondents in the hadwest were least likely to report this problem 
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I Northeast I Midwest 1 South 

Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 

YeS 33% 25% 37% 34% 

West 

Table VI-14 displays the percent of respondents who reported that they went without food for at least one 
day in the past five years. ‘Ihe table shorn that respondents in the West were rrmt likely to report this 
problem 

No 

Don’t Know/ Refused 

Table VI-14 
Went Wthout Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills 

In the Past Five Yeam 
BY Region 

~ 

71% 73% 70% 60% 
(1% 0% o?? (1% 

I I Northeast 1 Midwest I South I West I 

Northeast Midwest 

Number of Respondents 869 305 

South West 

336 318 

TableVI-15shousthatrespondentsintheSo~andintheWest~e~likelytoreportthatth~~ 
without &cal or dental care due to their energy bills in the past five years. 

YeS 

No 
Don’t Know / R e W  

~ 

37% 36% 51% 48% 

63% 64% 48% 52% 

4 %  (1% 4% 0% 

Table VI- 16 shows that respondents in the South were nmst likely to report that they did not fill 
their prescription or took less than the fdl dose of a prescribed r r d i d o n  due to their energy 
bills in the past five years. 
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Regional Analysis 

Number of Remondents 

Table VI-16 
Didn’t Ffl Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of 

Prescribed Mdicine Due to Energy Bills 
In the Past Five Years 

BY Region 

Table VI-17 shows that respondents in the West were rmst likely to report that s m e  in the 
borne bemm sick because the honx was too cold and respondents in the Midwest were least 
likely to report this problem 

Northeast Midwest South west 

869 305 336 318 

Table VI-17 
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home mas Too Cold 

In the Past Five Years 
BY w o n  

Y e  

No 

26% 1 8% 27% 35% 

73% 81% 73% 64% 

Number of Remondents 

Table VI-18 -lays the number of years that respondents reported they received L;MEAp in the 
past five years. The table shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that they 
received I_;MEAp in only one of the past five years and respondents in the Mi- were most 
likely to report that they received L;MEAp in each of the past five years. 

2009 Survey 

Northeast Midwest South wet 
869 305 336 318 

Table VI-18 
Number of Years Received LX” 

In the Past Eve Years 
BY Region 

1 

2 

27% 19% 30% 36% 

20% 1 6% 16% 1 8% 
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Regional Analysis 

3 

4 

5 

Don’t Know/ Refused 

2009 Survey 

Northeast Midwest South West 

16% 15% 12% 1  YO 

7% 10% 7% 5% 

21% 35% 17% 20% 

7% 5% 17% 4% 
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Conclusion 

The 2009 NEADA study conhrrned that LMEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to 
temperature exh-errm. They are likely to have seniors, disabled rmrbers, or children in the h m .  Over 
90 percent of LMEAP recipients had at least one of these vulnerable household nmdxx-s. The study also 
showed that these households face m y  challenges in addition to their energy bills, includmg 
uneqloymm< dealthy hollE conditions, and deal issues. 

LMEAp recipients reported that they facedhigh energy costs. Over one third of the respondents reported 
energy costs over $2,000 in the past year and 35 percent said that their energy bills had increased over the 
previous year. The majority of those who said that their energy bills were m r e  difEcult to py ,  said that 
the increased difliculty vas due to a worsened financial situation. 

Households reported that they took several actions to d e  ends nxe< i n c l w  closirg off part of the 
hoIlle and leaving the honx for part of the day. S o r ~  of the actions were W e  and could lead to injury 
or illness, such as keeping the hoIlle at a tenperatue that uas d e  or unhealthy or using the kitchen 
stove or oven to provide heat. 

Inability to Pay Ehergy Bills 

Despite the assistance that they received, m y  LMEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills. 
Ahmt half of the respandents reported that they had skipped paying or paid less than their entire hollE 
energy bill in the past year and mre  than one third said that they received a notice or threat to discormect 
or discontinUe their electricity or horn heating fuel. 

Households wenl without utility service and sacdiced heating and coohqg their h m .  Over ten percent 
had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpymmt. Mbre than one 
quarter reported that they were unable to use their nrain source of heat in the past year because their fuel 
uas shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivq, or their heating system was broken and they could not 
a&rd to &x it. Alrmst one fifth reported that they were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year 
because their electricity uas shut off or their air conditioner uas broken and they could not afford to &x it. 

Housing and Fmcial  Problems 

I'vTany LMEAP recipients had problerrs pay& for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to 
their energy bills. Over one quarter did not d e  their fd l  rmtgage or rent paymmt. Five percent were 
evicted fi-omtheir horne or apartment and four percent had a foreclosure on their mrtjpge. 

They faced other sigmficant financial problem as well, includmg taking out payday loans and going into 
-w- 
IYkdical and Health Problems 

Many of the LMEAP recipients faced sigmficant I17edical and health problem in the past five years, 
partly as a result of high energy costs. Nearly one third reported that they went without food, over 4-0 
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Condusion 

percent sacrificed d c a l  care, and one cprter had s o m e  in the hone becorne sickbecause the hoIlle 
was too cold 

Households reported e n m u s  challenges despite the fact that they received LMEAP. However, they 
reported that LIHEAP  vas extremely important. M5ny reported that they would have kept their honu: at 
d e  or unhealthy teqmah~es andor had their electricity or horne heating fuel discontinued ifit had 
not been for LIHEAP. Ninety-eight percent said that LJHEAP was very or somewhat ixptant in 
helping them to meet their needs. 

It is clear that m y  of these households wiu continue to need LMEAP to m t  their energy and other 
essential needs. Alrmst ninety percent said that they have or plan to apply for L;MEAp in the next year. 
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